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Abstract
Traditional public participation in resource management planning and decision making 
processes in British Columbia has often resulted in little or no public influence in the 
process, or over the decisions made. The case study of the Bulkley Valley Community 
Resources Board explores how public input through this public body was conceptualized 
and incorporated into the Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan process. The 
thesis explores the linkages between public participation, community conflict, community 
organisation, and community power. Community support and community representation are 
central to the Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board’s influence in the development of 
the Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan. The goal of this research is to examine 
how a level of public input which went beyond tokenism was achieved and resulted in 
community control and community power. This provides insight into the legitimacy of 
community organization, community representation, and community support for public 
participation to influence resource management planning and decision making.
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Chapter One - Introduction
1.0 Introduction
The topic of public participation in resource management is important because a roie in the 
planning process can translate into influence over the decisions. Often, public participation 
in government initiated planning processes, such as a Land and Resource Management 
Plan, does not result in a level of influence over the process outcomes. Reasons for this lack 
of influence are not only due to the ‘top-down’ nature of government initiated processes, but 
because public participation mechanisms are often treated as an ‘add-on’ or afterthought to 
such pre-existing processes. Types of public participation are often inadequate and do not 
address barriers to participation. How ‘the public’ is identified and represented affects the 
public’s involvement and their perception of planning and decision making processes. The 
satisfaction with a process, and the legitimacy of the decisions made, are related to the 
public’s support for the level of public participation.
Bulkley Timber Supply Area
Figure 1.0 -  Bulklev Plan Area: Bulkley TSA Map 1
Source: Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board and Interagency Planning Team (BVCRB and 
IPT). (1998). pp.B.
The Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board provides a northern rural example of how 
one community organized to participate, and gain influence, in a resource management 
planning process. Growing up in Smithers, British Columbia, in the Bulkley Valley, allowed 
me to connect with the community, and with the concept of the Bulkley Valley Community 
Resources Board. My interest in the communities within the Bulkley Valley, coupled with 
literature on public participation and previous studies regarding Land and Resource 
Management Plan processes, led me to understand that perhaps the evolution and 
establishment of the Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board did not follow ‘traditional’ 
rules of public participation. Questions of access to resources within the decision making 
process and support for Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board representation (Duffy 
et al., 1998) only told part of the story.
This research is an examination of the Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board 
(BVCRB; the Board) and the role that it has played, and is playing, in resource management 
planning and decision making processes in the Bulkley Forest District. The ideas of 
community conflict, community organization, and community power are linked with changes 
in public participation in resource management in the area. These changes have 
implications for the support and perception of the BVCRB, and its representation of the 
community in connection to the initial events surrounding community organization. The 
research question motivating this thesis is: How is public input conceptualized and 
incorporated into resource management decision making processes in the Bulkley Vaiieÿl 
The hypothesis is that public participation in the Bulkley Land and Resource Management 
Plan obtained a level of public input which went beyond tokenism.
1.1 Thesis Outline
This thesis is comprised of seven chapters. Following this introduction are the literature 
review and community profile chapters. The literature review in Chapter Two provides a 
conceptual foundation for the analysis and discussion chapters. There are four main 
sections: 1) community conflict, community organization, and community power, 2) public 
participation methods and evaluative criteria, 3) illustrations of contradictions in public 
participation, and 4) an outline of the Land and Resource Management Plan process. 
Community Resources Boards, and relevant studies. Chapter Three provides an illustration 
of the Bulkley Forest District and its history with public participation and community 
organization.
A variety of methods and sources of information were used during the course of this 
research. The methodology. Chapter Four, is divided into three sections: 1) sources of data, 
including documentation and interviews, 2) qualitative interview approach, and 3) content 
analysis. The results of the interviews and content analysis, and any significant findings or 
trends, are outlined in Chapter Five. There are three sections in this analysis chapter which 
separate the findings into: 1 ) interview data, 2) content analysis data, and 3) key ideas 
stemming from the Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan.
Chapter Six includes a discussion of the analysis results and how they link to the literature, 
research question, and hypothesis. There are nine sections: 1) community conflict, 2) 
community organization, 3) community representation, 4) community support, 5) community 
control, 6) community power, 7) beyond tokenism, 8) current status and project future of the 
BVCRB, and 9) insights and recommendations. Chapter Seven summarizes the information 
presented in the thesis and explores future research questions that have risen from this 
research.
1.2 Chapter Summary
The examination of public participation in resource management is complex, both in theory 
and in practice. The research conducted and results presented do not explore all aspects of 
this phenomenon. The illustration of this case study of public participation in a resource 
management planning process reflects the importance of grassroots community 
organization and support for public involvement in such processes. It is this support that 
results in a measure of community control and community power.
Chapter Two - Literature Review
2.0 Introduction
Public participation is linked to processes of community and governance. This literature 
review addresses several different concepts and is divided into four sections. Section one 
addresses the issues of community conflict, community organization, and community power. 
It provides a foundation for addressing the research question; How is public input 
conceptualized and incorporated into resource management decision making processes in 
the Bulkley Valley? The section outlining participation methods and evaluative criteria 
provides categories for assessing the level of participation achieved by the BVCRB’ in 
connection with the hypothesis that: Public participation in the Bulkley Land and Resource 
Management Pian obtained a level of public input which went beyond tokenism. The last two 
sections provide examples of these concepts. Section three illustrates contradictions in 
public participation, while section four provides information about the Land and Resource 
Management Plan process. Community Resources Boards, and other publications relevant 
to the topic.
' Chapter Two Acronyms:
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board (BVCRB; the Board), 
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP), 
Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE),
Community Forest Board (CFB),
Community Resources Board (CRB), 
integrated Resource Planning Committee (IRPC),
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Ministry of Forests (MOF),
Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM), and 
Sustainable Resource Management (SRM).
2.1 Community Conflict, Organization, and Power
This section reviews the ideas of community conflict, community organization, and 
community power. Community conflict is a ‘politics of turf’, whereby groups and individuals 
come together and form associations based on shared values for preferred land uses (Cox, 
1984). These associations often form because of certain policies and decision making 
processes. Debate over whether to resist or adapt to such decisions, or a community’s 
abilities regarding this choice, can lead to divisions within communities (Fitchen, 1991; 
Halseth, 1996). The collective sentiment of certain preferred land uses motivates these 
types of action (Hall et al., 1984). Community conflict is one component of why communities 
organize for public participation.
Other aspects of community and power can increase our understanding of why communities 
organize to influence decisions regarding land use and other aspects of their environment. 
Particularly important are the motivating factors. Citizen organizations may be established 
“when people become dissatisfied with the decisions and values of government, business, 
and other interest groups” (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991, pp.8). People and communities 
may also organize when they feel alienated and “their opinions aren’t heard, their needs 
aren’t recognized, [and when] they are made to feel small and insignificant in all their 
dealings with government and corporate bureaucracies” (Mondros and Wilson, 1994, 
pp.244). The dominant theme has been to plan for the people, rather than planning with 
them, resulting in the public feeling patronized and hesitant to participate in other planning 
processes (Hodge, 1998). What is common among these motivating factors is a lack of 
influence or power in a decision making or planning process, leading to these feelings of 
frustration with, and alienation from, decision makers. Communities organize in order to 
overcome these feelings and to become empowered (Edwards, 1991 ; Taggart, 1997).
Community organization occurs in order to attain, accumulate, and wield power to realize 
certain goals (Mondros and Wilson, 1994). Power is "the process of accruing and 
maintaining influence [and is]...measured by the extent to which another’s activities conform 
to one’s preferences’’ (Mondros and Wilson, 1994, pp.227). Authority is the legitimated 
exercise of that power (Mott, 1970), and may be used to gain community control. This 
legitimated power, then, is given to groups and individuals to pursue certain activities (such 
as influence in planning or decision making processes) (Mott, 1970), and is exercised 
through the control of resources (Kahn, 1991 ). Resources are not limited to money or 
position, but can be accumulated through “a lot of people working together...to make 
changes where one person can do very little’’ (Kahn, 1991, pp.5). A group can act 
collectively with greater capacity, and become increasingly enabled (Taggart, 1997).
Taggart (1997) defines enablement as "the power to identify a problem, the power to identify 
a solution and the power to implement i f  (pp.42). Although motivations for community 
organization may differ in issue orientation, there is a shared aim “to become powerful 
enough to effect certain changes in the larger environment” (Mondros and Wilson, 1994, 
pp.6).
Changes in planning and decision making processes have included alternative dispute 
resolution (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991) and methods of consensus building (Hodge, 
1998). These developments challenge the traditional power structure of decision making 
processes because participation “implies some citizen influence on subsequent 
developments” (Hodge, 1998, pp. 398). This influence can be given through access to 
resources such as key decision makers and information, as well as a degree of control over 
meeting agendas (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990). Influence in a planning or decision 
making process does not lie solely with community organization, but can aiso be dependent
upon others in the process. The next sections examine some types of public participation, 
and issues of influence and power in communities.
2.2 Public Participation Methods and Evaluative Criteria
The phrase public participation has traditionally meant “refining and supplementing the 
electoral process, [although] precedents for more extensive and direct public involvement in 
government have re-emerged in many policy sectors, including resource and environmental 
policy making” (Messing and Hewlett, 1997, pp. 107). The move from an adversarial, ‘top- 
down’, form of incorporating public input (Brooks, 1993) to one based on more inclusive and 
consensus based shared decision making models (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991; Hodge, 
1998) can be seen in the literature. The following criteria rank public participation methods 
based on three broad categories. Their application is far more complicated than this 
(Arnstein, 1969); however, broad categories provide a foundation for assessing the different 
types. The three main sets of criteria are: 1 ) the complexity of the situation and the 
resources necessary for participation (Ministry of Forests, 1981); 2) the level of commitment 
and expectations for process outcomes (Commission on Resources and Environment, 
1995), and 3) the level of citizen power in decision making (Arnstein, 1969). The last set of 
criteria evaluates the methods as they work in practice, not on an intended level of 
communication and input.
Complexity and Necessary Resources
The first set of criteria is based on a handbook developed by the Ministry of Forests (MOF) 
for the British Columbia Forest Service in the early 1980s, and provides a foundation for 
those outlined by the Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE). Typically, BC 
Ministry of Forests' methods of public participation are implemented to resolve disputes 
(Ness, 1992b). The three MOF categories are: 1) public information, 2) consultation, and 3)
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extended involvement methods (Figure 2.0). The necessity for implementing certain 
participation methods is evaluated on the basis of how serious and complex a planning or 
decision making situation is, and how much support and effort will be required by the Forest 
Service to ensure each method is undertaken properly. Public information is used for a 
simple decision making situation, whereas extended involvement methods are undertaken in 
a detailed process. It is recognized that a public involvement program may use a 
combination of these methods, ranging from position papers, to workshops, to public 
advisory committees (MOF, 1981).
Figure 2.0 -  MOF: Methods of Public Involvement 
Adapted from: Ministry of Forests. (1981). pp.108.
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Criteria estabiished by CORE approached public participation in the same manner as the 
BC Forest Service handbook. CCRE’s (1995) categories of public participation methods 
are: 1) information, 2) consultation, and 3) negotiation (Figure 2.1).
Figure 2.1 -  CORE: Public Participation Continuum 
Adapted from: CORE. (1995). pp. 32.
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Increased levels of public participation lead to more commitment and to increased 
expectations for the outcomes of a decision making process. Determining appropriate public 
participation methods is based on the nature of the decision, the amount of public interest, 
and any administrative constraints on the agency (CORE, 1995). Provision of information is 
considered the lowest level of public participation. More public involvement is necessary as 
it becomes more important that the public understand a decision and why it was reached. 
Opinion surveys and written forms of communication inform, educate, and gather 
information. Consultation methods include public meetings, workshops, and task
10
groups, and can be implemented to gather information, collect reactions, and define 
pertinent issues. Negotiation is the highest level of public participation and methods can 
include public advisory committees or joint planning teams (CORE, 1995). These methods 
seek advice, seek consensus, and delegate. This becomes important as changes in the 
level of influence in planning and decision making occur. The aspect important to the 
BVCRB is that of consensus, defined by CORE (1995) as “a collective will to reach 
agreement on a set of issues” (pp.43).
Power in Decision Making
Figure 2.2 -  Arnstein: Ladder of Citizen Participation 
Adapted from: Arnstein. (1969). pp.217.
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The previous criteria categorize types of public participation from the perspective of a 
government agency initiating a planning or decision making process. The last set of criteria 
is based on the extent of the public’s power and provides the criteria for the research 
hypothesis. Eight levels of power in decision making are illustrated in Arnstein’s (1969)
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“ladder of citizen participation” (pp.217), and result in the three main categories of: 1) non­
participation, 2) tokenism, and 3) citizen participation (Figure 2.2).
Non-participation involves methods used to educate or ‘cure’ the public of what concerns 
them rather than to enable people to participate (Arnstein, 1969). This is done through 
manipulation and therapy. Manipulation can be characterized by advisory boards or 
committees used to ‘rubber stamp’ results. Therapy means public participation methods that 
tend to focus on the powerlessness of citizens, rather than the reasons they are powerless 
(Arnstein, 1969) and can include activities like workshops on process procedures.
Tokenism is the next category, and results in citizens being heard through public 
participation methods but not being able to ensure that their views will be incorporated by 
decision makers (Arnstein, 1969). Degrees of tokenism are informing, consultation, and 
placatlon. Informing can often be an important step towards legitimate participation; 
however, it is usually a one-way flow of information through news media, pamphlets, 
posters, responses to inquiries, and sometimes meetings (Arnstein, 1969). Consultation can 
also be an important step towards participation, but needs to be combined with other public 
participation methods in order to take citizens’ concerns into account. Attitude surveys, 
neighbourhood meetings, and public hearings are all forms of consultation. They are often 
misused and become ‘window dressing’ in a decision making process (Arnstein, 1969).
With placatlon, a limited degree of influence over decisions occurs, although tokenism is still 
apparent. Appointing or inviting ‘worthy’ representatives as members of public bodies, or 
decision making committees, means that citizens can have the ability to advise, but the 
legitimacy or feasibility of that advice is still determined by the power holders. Often these 
representatives may not be accountable to their community which further undermines their 
legitimacy (Arnstein, 1969).
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The last category of public participation is citizen participation and is composed of 
partnership, delegated power, and citizen control. In a partnership, power is “redistributed 
through negotiation between citizens and power holders” (Arnstein, 1996, pp.221). They 
share planning and decision making power through joint planning boards or committees. 
This type of citizen participation works best when there is an organized power-base within 
the community (Arnstein, 1969). Delegated power means that citizens have decision making 
authority over a plan or program, and are able to ensure that the program is accountable to 
them (Arnstein, 1969). The final rung of the ‘ladder of citizen participation’ is citizen power 
through which participants are guaranteed to govern a program or institution, and are “able 
to negotiate conditions under which ‘outsiders’ may change them” (Arnstein, 1969, pp.223).
Elements from these categories will be used as tools for discussion (see Chapter Six).
These categories simplify the differences between methods and provide a basis for 
comparison. The government’s criteria are based on whether or not public participation is 
necessary in a particular process, and guidelines are provided to evaluate that need. 
Arnstein’s criteria are whether or not the public has power and control over decision making. 
Her evaluation is based on the motivation behind and application of those methods. This 
approach demonstrates that, although an extended involvement method or form of 
negotiation may have been implemented in planning or decision making, it does not 
necessarily translate into more influence over a process. It is the application of these 
methods by the agency or organization in control that determines the level of public 
participation.
2.3 Contradictions In Public Participation
The development of an extensive bureaucracy to address growing environmental and 
technical planning issues has led to a style of technocratic decision making based on the
13
knowledge of experts within the system (DeSario and Langton, 1987). The bureaucracy 
enjoys considerable power and influence over decision making processes because of their 
access to resources such as the law, material resources, skills and expertise, and 
information (Messing and Howlett, 1997). This translates into control over public participation 
methods and the incorporation of public input into decision making. The trend of changing 
from top-down', adversarial style, public participation methods to using more inclusive 
methods, places new forms of public participation into the existing decision making 
structure. This can result in concerns over representation, access to resources, and roles 
and responsibilities in decision making. Again, it becomes an issue of power. The following 
examples show that applying new forms of public participation methods in existing 
institutional and decision making structures often results in a contradiction between the 
public having the power to give their input, and the distribution of that power between the 
public and decision makers.
Germany’s Nature Conservation Strategy attempted to facilitate discussion regarding the 
designation of a particular protected area, but was met with great hostility and opposition 
(Stoll-Kleeman, 2001 ). The hostility was rooted in the way the decision making process was 
designed and approached, the nature and complexity of the regulations, how new rules 
were implemented, and, most importantly, the fact that the people it affected were not asked 
for their input at the beginning of the process (Stoll-Kleeman, 2001). Some stakeholders 
were given the opportunity to provide written comments, but the guidelines for this were not 
clear. Opposition groups united against the nature conservation administration, boycotted 
the public meetings, held public demonstrations, wrote letters, and contacted political parties 
to voice their dissatisfaction (Stoll-Kleeman, 2001). The result of a poorly planned decision 
making process, and poorly timed and limited provisions for public participation, resulted in 
groups being ‘pitted’ against each other and not communicating (Stoll-Kleeman, 2001 ).
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Urban planning processes provide another example of the contradictions in public 
participation. In the 1980s, public consultation had become the norm in urban planning 
(Kubiski, 1992). Through this, planners had developed routine methods for limited 
involvement which sought public help for intricate problems. These processes were 
sometimes adversarial (Grunkenmeyer and Moss, 2000; McCann, 2001) and became easily 
manipulated by agencies (Kubiski, 1992). The recent challenge in urban planning “is related 
to a widening definition of who in society has the qualifications and power to plan, and has 
occurred within a wider context of political economic restructuring...and a widespread 
popular critique of national state bureaucracies in favour of a rhetoric of ‘bottom-up’ policy 
making” (McCann, 2001, pp.209). The new approach is based in the traditional decision 
making structure which leads to problems in its application. The elites still lead the planning 
process and, therefore, have control over its organization (McCann, 2001). Grunkenmeyer 
and Moss (2000) note that building inclusion into the process means reducing barriers to 
participation and seeking the direct involvement of those who have a stake in the future of 
their community. However, as McCann (2001 ) points out, there is always the danger that 
including the public may result in an exercise in appeasement and public education rather 
than actual public involvement.
The United States Forest Service was developed under an authoritarian
leadership/hierarchical model which based its decisions on science and experience. The
decentralized nature of this model essentially allowed the bureaucracy to chart its own
course (Sirmon et al., 1993). The organizational structure gave the bureaucracy little
incentive for interaction with the public and they often feared losing power over planning
processes (Cortner and Shannon, 1993). Public participation did become part of the
planning process, but was essentially narrowed to a set of methods selected by managers
and designed to secure administrative compliance. If public comment was used, the method
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of analysis often separated the comments from their context. The public participation model 
that emerged included public hearings that forced hard positions and satisfied no one 
(Sirmon et al., 1993). There was little public involvement in the middle planning stages 
when key decisions were being made (Sirmon etal., 1993). More flexible participation 
approaches needed to be taken that recognized the public as a dynamic group of individuals 
and not as “interest-holding” individuals (Cortner and Shannon, 1993, pp.16). Past 
management agencies have promoted divisiveness and polarization within the publics they 
serve and have exerted authority instead of sharing power (Sirmon etal., 1993).
These examples illustrate how placing new public participation methods into existing 
decision making structures may result in a contradiction with the intent of incorporating 
public involvement. Arnstein (1969) outlines that the motivation for, and redistribution of, 
decision making power greatly affects which public participation methods are applied. In 
these examples, both the existing hierarchical institutional structures and the individuals 
within these structures provide little flexibility for allowing increased public input into 
decisions.
2.4 Land and Resource Management Plans and Relevant Studies
This section of the literature review addresses the details of both the Land and Resource 
Management Plan (LRMP) process and Community Resources Boards. As well, examples 
of public participation in LRMPs in practice are provided through an outline of relevant 
studies.
Land and Resource Management Plans
Resource management decision making in British Columbia has undergone transformations
since specific land use planning mechanisms were introduced in the province. Until recently,
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planning processes were largely dominated by the Ministry of Forests, which was given 
control of the majority of the land base in British Columbia through regulations and 
legislation (Wilson, 1990). For the most part, the Ministry determined the level of public 
participation in resource planning decision making. Within the last decade, there have been 
changes in the traditional planning and decision making processes, with provisions for 
increased public participation.
Changes in resource management decision making in BC occurred in the early 1990s as a 
result of increased public dissatisfaction with forest management practices, increased 
emphasis on the environment, and the ‘war in the woods’ (Vance, 1990). As part of this shift, 
the CORE was established to develop a comprehensive Provincial Land Use Strategy 
aimed at increasing public participation and sustainable development (CORE, 1995). CORE 
was to achieve this by facilitating negotiation regarding crown land use on a regional basis. 
This commission was largely an “ad hoc response [to the war in the woods] whose 
pronouncements and recommendations [were] not required to be followed” (Vance, 1990, 
pp.15). CORE was an unconventional policy approach for such decision making processes 
(Kelly and Alper, 1995).
The LRMP process was introduced in 1993, and provided detailed direction and a more 
comprehensive process through sub-regional planning (Integrated Resource Planning 
Committee (IRPC), 1993a). While all resource values were to be considered in consensus- 
based decision making (IRPC, 1993a), public participation was listed as a requirement for all 
stages in the process. According to LRMP principles, the public was to negotiate their level 
of involvement with government representatives at the beginning of the process, following 
the guidelines provided (IRPC, 1993a). How the public participated was flexible and 
depended on the individual LRMP area, as well as the members of the public
17
involved (IRPC, 1993a). A range of options for participation were available, from a joint 
steering committee of government and public representatives to frequently held public 
information workshops and meetings (IRPC, 1993a). Consensus for LRMPs meant that a 
general agreement or acceptance of decisions by participants was achieved, and that not 
every aspect of a decision needed total concurrence (IRPC, 1993a).
The participation of First Nations in the LRMP process was encouraged “to ensure that 
LRMP decisions are sensitive to aboriginal interests” (IRPC, 1993a, pp.6). First Nations 
were able to participate through membership on the Interagency Planning Team (IPT), on 
advisory bodies and other public processes, or by providing information about aboriginal 
use, or value, of natural resources (IRPC, 1993a). It was also deemed that LRMPs should 
“be consistent with government policy on the relationship between First Nations and the 
provincial government” (IRPC, 1993a, pp.6), and that this process was “to be without 
prejudice to land claims” (IRPC, 1993a, pp.6). Although these guidelines were provided, 
some First Nations declined to participate formally in specific LRMP processes.
Two interagency committees took the lead in initiating and developing the LRMP along with 
the public. The Interagency Management Committee (lAMC) is a regional body and was 
responsible for appointing members of the local IPT. The lAMC is comprised of regional 
and district managers from various government ministries and agencies. The lAMC 
oversees resource management processes within their region. The IPT included 
government representatives from district and local government agencies and ministries, and 
provided technical support during the development of LRMPs. Upon completion, each 
LRMP was presented to the Cabinet Committee on Sustainable Development for approval 
(IRPC. 1993a).
18
Changes in resource management plans and decision making processes have occurred 
again as the government for British Columbia, elected in May 2001, announced that a 
streamlined and flexible Sustainable Resource Management (SRM) planning process is to 
be implemented through the Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM) 
(MSRM, 2001). The focus is on landscape level planning, with the goal to integrate strategic 
land use plans (the LRMPs) into management objectives (MSRM, 2002). This will alter 
resource management decision making from consensus based to a consultation approach 
(MSRM, 2001), as SRM planning “is generally a more technical, design-oriented process” 
(MSRM, 2002, pp.iii). Explicit guidelines for First Nations consultation and participation are 
contained in SRM planning procedures, identifying SRM planning as “one way [for First 
Nations] to identify their interests and determine economic opportunities” (MSRM, 2002, 
pp.16). Currently, public participation in SRM planning is somewhat vague.
Community Resources Boards
The concept of a Community Resources Board (CRB) originates in a publication by Herb
Hammond (1991) where he describes a method by which the public could gain control over
their forests. Community Forest Boards (CFB) would be “responsible for planning and
management of all forest uses within logical watershed based areas” (Hammond, 1991,
pp.233). Under this approach, a change in provincial legislation would establish CFBs
across the province with the intent of bringing the forest, its uses, and planning and
management under community control to exercise responsibility for the forest (Hammond,
1991). The existing government agencies responsible for resource management would
become extension agents, functioning under the direction of the CFBs and their staff
(Hammond, 1991). Decision making within CFBs would be undertaken with a high level of
accountability to the community and in cooperation with other community organizations
(Hammond, 1991). This accountability would stem from how board members are selected,
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and the composition of that board. All forest user groups would be represented in an 
equitable way by balancing the processes of election and appointment. Forest user 
organizations and individuals are responsible for electing or appointing a member to sit on 
the board. The composition of the board was to be completed through the election by the 
public of two or three members at large (Hammond, 1991). According to Hammond (1991 ), 
community control through CFBs offers access to solutions that are often missed by 
centralized decision makers. Although this type of public participation method requires 
significant institutional and legislative transformation, government publications ‘picked up on’ 
the idea and moulded it to their specifications.
Ness conducted a study in 1992 on behalf of the 80 Ministry of Forests to test the viability of 
establishing CRB across the province. This method was one of several methods under 
discussion as a means of involving the public in sub-regional resource management 
planning (Ness, 1992a). There was no common CRB definition being applied by the 
Ministry of Forests, therefore, CRBs could easily be made compatible with existing 
legislation and their role could be limited to advisory status (Ness, 1992a). The CRB 
concept, then, provided an opportunity for formal public access into planning processes.
One caution was put forth that “the formal board structure has the potential to become 
essentially another level of bureaucracy slowing the decision making process. 
Institutionalising the public participation process may not be the most relevant approach” 
(Ness, 1992a, pp.29). Limiting the role of CRBs to advisory status suggests that the element 
of community control seen in previous definitions has been omitted in the government’s 
version.
The concept of CRBs surfaces again in the CORE’S (1995) Provincial Land Use Strategy.
Their definition of CRB continues to use the premise that they should be established across
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BC, but again makes no move towards altering legislation to give community control.
Rather, CRBs would advise land and resource planning processes as they were seen as “an 
appropriate vehicle for ensuring balanced, community-based participation and advice on 
land use and resource management issues” (CORE, 1995, pp.66). CRBs were deemed an 
excellent forum for negotiation and could “play a key role in the development of land and 
resource use plans by serving as a multi-stakeholder forum to provide advice and 
recommendations on issues involving multiple resource values” (CORE, 1995, pp.75).
CRBs could also serve as standing bodies to provide advice on an ongoing basis, as 
project-specific advisory groups, and they can play an important role in the implementation 
stages of completed land use plans (CORE, 1995).
Land and Resource Management Plan Studies
Hawkins (1999) conducted a study of four LRMP processes in north central BC to “compare 
the effectiveness of sectoral and open planning models in achieving the objectives of table 
members (social concerns) and the environmental goals established by the government” 
(pp.9). In the sectoral model, participants were selected on the basis of which specific 
interest sector they represent. Open models, however, dictated that anyone from the 
community may sit as a table member (Hawkins, 1999). The Dawson Creek and Robson 
Valley LRMPs used the sectoral model, while Prince George and Vanderhoof LRMPs 
implemented open models. The results indicated that the open models fostered better 
communication and were favoured for developing understanding. There were more positive 
responses from members of the open process than the sectoral processes. It seemed as 
though the sectoral processes were more divided because they may have felt they were 
defending a position (Hawkins, 1999). These conclusions were deemed premature because 
not all comparisons based on the criteria produced significant results in favour of an open 
model. There were other factors in the LRMP processes that may have contributed to the
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differences. Some of these factors may have been changing rules and guidelines 
increasing the level of conflict among table members and reinforcing distrust of government, 
lack of information hampering decisions, and the fact that many recommendations had to be 
made within government ‘issued’ constraints (Hawkins, 1999). The open model may be 
more effective in trying to achieve social objectives and government established 
environmental goals. Hawkins’ (1999) study is inconclusive, but provides a basis for 
discussion.
Duffy et al. (1998) published a comprehensive study of BC’s LRMP processes. The goal of 
their study was to evaluate the effectiveness of public participation in LRMPs and to offer 
recommendations. They conducted a survey of thirteen LRMPs in BC, and completed three 
LRMP case studies. Duffy et al. (1998) chose the Bulkley LRMP as it offered an opportunity 
to study the BVCRB; the Robson Valley LRMP was picked because it faced many 
challenges, and the Kamloops LRMP was selected because the process had been 
completed.
The Bulkley LRMP was met with a high level of support due largely to the Board and
perspectives model of member selection. The dedication of the members of the Board and
government representatives, the Terms of Reference drafted by the Board, and the
communication strategy were among the factors that led to an effective and an accountable
decision making process. The participants in the Bulkley LRMP indicated that it was a
positive experience and would participate in such a process again (Duffy et al., 1998). The
Robson Valley LRMP encountered virtually the opposite situation due to lack of direction,
polarization, lack of a communication strategy, and lack of resources. Despite this, some
Robson Valley participants indicated that there were benefits to participating, while others
had a completely negative experience and felt that their public involvement would have been
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better spent in a different process (Duffy et al., 1998). The Kamloops LRMP was evaluated 
for Its community capacity outcomes based on the four principal elements of Information, 
skills and resources, structures, and attitudes. Community capacity Is defined as “the ability 
of citizens to build and maintain meaningful Involvement in public planning and decision­
making, specifically In the ongoing planning and management of public lands for the 
purposes of this research” (Duffy eta!., 1998, pp.27). Strengthened community capacity can 
result In a desire of participants In a process to maintain their Involvement (Duffy et a!.,
1998, pp.11 ). The study found that the Kamloops LRMP resulted In only moderate gains In 
community capacity.
2.5 Chapter Summary
The four components of this literature review provide a foundation for addressing and 
assessing public Input and BVCRB participation In the Bulkley LRMP process. Community 
conflict and lack of Influence In resource management planning and decision making are 
motivating factors that provide a basis for community organization. The goal of forming 
coalitions Is to redistribute decision making power. This can result In community control and 
community power. These factors link with how the Board was conceptualized and 
Incorporated. Implementation of certain public participation methods has Implications for the 
level of Influence and power In a decision making process. The criteria outlined In this 
chapter will be used to assess the Board and address the research hypothesis. Examples of 
public participation outlined provide a basis for comparison, and the outline of the LRMP 
process and CRB concept provide a foundation for understanding both processes as they 
unfold In the Bulkley Forest District.
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Chapter Three -  Bulkley Forest District Profile
3.0 Introduction
The case study area for this thesis is the Bulkley Forest District (BFD). The purpose of this 
chapter is to provide an introduction to the BFD^ communities. Second, a summary of some 
informal and formal examples of community organization and public participation within the 
BFD since the early 1970s is given, including the BVCRB. The information provided in this 
chapter will aid in understanding the events outlined in the analysis and discussion chapters.
3.1 Bulkley Forest District Community Profile
In 1892, the provincial government surveyed the Bulkley Valley, noting the mineral, forestry, 
and agricultural potential of the area (Shervill, 1981). The resource opportunities would be 
recognized again in the early 1900s when the Grand Trunk Pacific Railway Company began 
to plan its route for a transcontinental railway. The original route would have been shorter as 
it was to follow the Telkwa River, link with the Copper River, and proceed to the mouth of the 
Skeena River (Shervill, 1981). The provincial government objected to this route, citing that it 
“would leave the mineral and agricultural potential of a large portion of the valley 
undeveloped” (Shervill, 1981, pp.12). The route was changed to link with Hazleton, leaving
 ^Chapter Three Acronyms: 
Allowable Annual Cut (AAC),
Bulkley Forest District (BFD),
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP),
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board (BVCRB; the Board),
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board Steering Committee (BVCRB Steering Committee), 
Forest Advisory Committee (FAC),
Forest Land Management Plan (FLMP),
Interagency Planning Team (IPT),
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP),
Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP),
Public Sustained Yield Unit (PSYU),
Society for Pollution and Environmental Control Smithers (SPEC Smithers),
Technical Working Group (TWO),
Terms of Reference (TOR), and 
Timber Supply Area (TSA).
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the two most obvious sites for the first division point of the railway between Prince George 
and the west coast in the area of what is now Telkwa. Instead, when the first through train 
passed by in April 1914, it made its stop in what is now the town of Smithers (Shervill, 1981 ). 
The establishment of Smithers as a railway stop, coupled with two major settlement 
schemes in the early 1900s (Shervill 1981), led to Smithers becoming a centre for social, 
service, and economic activity in the area. Incorporated in 1921 (British Columbia Statistics, 
1996) the town of Smithers continues to play this role today.
Parts of the Bulkley Valley have been divided into different Timber Supply Areas (TSA) 
within the Prince Rupert Forest Region. The Bulkley TSA, the Bulkley LRMP area, covers 
an area of approximately 760,000 hectares and is under the administration of the BFD 
(BVCRB and IPT, 1998). Located in north-western British Columbia, the BFD (Figure 3.0, 
pp.35) depends on several sectors for its economic activity. Forestry, mining, tourism, 
agriculture, and the public sector are all important to the economic base of the area, with 
forestry activities accounting for 23% of the basic sector income (BVCRB and IPT, 1998). In 
recent years, recreation and tourism (specifically outdoor/adventure tourism) have become 
growing components of the local economy (BVCRB and IPT, 1998).
There are four communities within the BFD: Smithers, Telkwa, Moricetown, and Fort Babine. 
Before the area came to be known by those building the telegraph, or by government 
officials, it was the traditional territory for the Gitxsan, Wet’suwet’en, Nat’oot’en, and 
Tsimshian people. Moricetown is a Wet’suwet’en community located north of Smithers, and 
Fort Babine is a Nat’oot’en community, located on the north end of Babine Lake. Neither 
the Gitxsan or Tsimshian people have communities within the BFD, however, both have laid 
claim to lands within the BFD. Many First Nations people in the area also live off-reserve in 
the communities of Smithers and Telkwa (BVCRB and IPT, 1998).
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Table 3.0 -  Bulkley Forest District Communities Statistics
Characteristic Smithers Telkwa Moricetown BFD BritishColumbia
Population 2001 5,414 1,371 190 6,975 3,907,738
Population 1996 5.624 1,200 259 7083 3,724,500
1996 -  2001 
Population Change -3.7 14.3 -26.6 -1.5 4.9
Median Age -  2001 33.3 31.9 32.5 32.6 37.8
Total Population 15+ 
years (1996) 4J40 815 165 5,030 2,954,705
No High school 
Certificate (1996) 35% 33% 45% 36%
31%
High school 
Certificate (1996) 12% 12% 6% 12%
13%
1 Post-Secondary 
incomplete (1996) 14% 12% 9% 14%
13%
Post-Secondary
Complete (1996) 11% 6% 6% 12%
16%
Trade, Certificate, or 
Diploma (1996) 27% 30% 30% 28% 27%
Average Total 
income 15+ years 
(1996)
27,293 29,105 14,267 23,555 26,295
Source: Statistics Canada. (2001); Statistics Canada. (1996).
3.2 CommunMy Organization, Public Participation, and BVCRB Profile
News coverage from The Interior News and information from the BVCRB meeting minutes, 
as well as information from BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP process documents have been used 
to construct timelines of events dating back to 1970 (Appendix A). It is important to note that 
both the community organization and public participation examples in the Bulkley Valley 
cited in this section are not exhaustive. The Bulkley Valley area has a legacy of activism
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within, and often beyond, the boundaries of the BFD. The public participation ties to both 
formal and informal resource management processes and does not always relate to a 
specific planning or decision making process. All types of public bodies and community 
organizations that have participated in the past, and are currently participating, in resource 
management processes provide insight into the development and operation of the Board.
As alluded to already, the establishment of the BVCRB is not the only evidence of 
community organization surrounding resource management in the BFD. Newspaper 
coverage indicates that the first ‘organized’ community group that participated in a range of 
resource management issues was the Smithers division of the Society for Pollution and 
Environmental Control (SPEC Smithers). The people who formed SPEC Smithers originally 
did so based on concern for the environment in the area, in particular a proposed pulp mill 
for the town of Houston (Interior News Staff, 1971 ). SPEC Smithers was active in the 
Bulkley Valley until the late 1980s, became involved in local, regional, and provincial issues, 
presented to the Pearse Commission (Interior News, September 1975a), and enjoyed 
extensive media coverage and visits from prominent politicians and speakers. In 1973, the 
Resource Folio Planning System was introduced by the MOF as a means of integrating 
resource values other than forestry into strategic plans governing resource development 
(Ness, 1992b). SPEC Smithers submitted various suggestions for changes to this system 
(Interior News Staff, 1975b; Interior News Staff, 1976b).
Other bodies were established and have participated informally in resource management 
processes and issues. The Telkwa Foundation (Interior News Staff, 1977) and the Babine 
Association (Interior News Staff, 1982) are two such organizations. The proposed Kemano 
Completion Project in the 1980s sparked the formation of Save the Bulkley (Interior News 
Staff, 1983). Share Smithers, an affiliate of Share BC, was also active within the BFD
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(Interior News Staff, 1993b). The Telkwa Educational Action Coalition of Households is a 
group of residents concerned with the proposed Telkwa Coal Development who called for a 
seat on the environmental assessment committee (McLarty, 1997). Recent decisions of the 
provincial government have sparked the formation of other community groups, such as the 
Bulkley Valley Communities Coalition (Vanderstar, 2002). A community association that 
played a role in the establishment of the BVCRB is the Driftwood Foundation (BVCRB 
Steering Committee, 1991 ), formed as a non-profit society interested in local resource 
management and environmental issues (Horrocks, 1990).
Evidence of the first formal public participation in a resource management process in the 
BFD occurs in July 1976 with the establishment of the Smithers Public Advisory Committee^, 
referred to as the Forest Advisory Committee (FAC). The FAC was formed at a public 
meeting held by the BC Forest Service regarding planning for the Smithers Public Sustained 
Yield Unit (PSYU) (BC Forest Service, 1976). PSYUs were oriented mainly towards forest 
production and set the Allowable Annual Cut (AAC) for the areas. PSYUs in general “were 
not widely accepted or implemented [and] very few people were even aware of their 
existence. [These] plans were not established in either legislation or policy” (Ness, 1992b, 
pp.9). The intent of this meeting was to develop a way to include public input from 
community residents, as it was “essential to see that social and community values [were] 
included in the integrated forest use plan” (BC Forest Service, 1976, pp.SS). The FAC, 
then, was meant “to represent local needs and interests in the [PSYU] planning process”
(BC Forest Service, 1976, pp.SS). The FAC made several recommendations to the local 
Forest Service and to the provincial government about forest practices, both locally and 
provincially.
 ^The prominent activities of SPEC Smithers are said to have led to the establishment of the FAC in 
order to ‘quiet’ their opposition to forest practices, both locally and provincially (Interviewee #34).
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The focus of the FAC was the AAC determination process. The FAC criticized the inclusion 
of all types of timber, even if it was not going to be harvested, into the AAC calculation as it 
artificially raised the AAC and resulted in harvest levels that were not sustainable (Interior 
News Staff, 1976a). In 1978, a policy switch from PSYUs to TSAs occurred (Ness, 1992b).
In August of that year, the FAC received a letter from the Manager of the Regional Forest 
District asking that no formal meetings of the FAC be scheduled, as the PSYU to TSA policy 
change meant the planning focus would be much broader (MacPherson, 1978). The 
involvement of the FAC was deemed no longer necessary.
TSA Strategic Plans were implemented to set production targets for lumber, and range and 
recreation guidelines. In 1988, the plan expanded to encompass a wider range of values 
through TSA Resource Management Plans (Ness, 1992b). These plans provided 
opportunities for public involvement during only three of the planning steps: 1 ) preliminary 
organization and issue identification, 2) public review of TSA Options Report, and 3) public 
review of the Draft TSA Plan. The public would be able to access information from the 
process and participate through workshops and public showings by presenting their 
concerns to the steering committee (Ness, 1992b). The MOF was to act as the lead agency, 
with the Ministry of Environment, Land, and Parks acting as co-chair of the steering 
committee (Ness, 1992b). It was in connection with this process that the motivation for 
increased public input was sparked within the BFD.
Other public participation processes regarding resource management in the BFD occur at
the local planning level. In 1983, the Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP) was established.
Decision making in LRUPs can range from mapping to public meetings, however, public
involvement is often kept to a minimum. The Forest Service is obligated to inform the public
that the process is being initiated, and to solicit any relevant information or issues. There are
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also opportunities for public review and comment on draft plans. The public is also to be 
informed of a final decision and the rationale for that decision (Ness, 1992b). The Regional 
or District Forest Service Manager is responsible for the “actual level of public involvement 
in the planning process” (Ness, 1992b, pp.27). Various Technical Advisory Committees 
have been established for LRUP processes within the BFD, such as the Babine and 
Driftwood-Reiseter LRUPs.
The frustrating end to the FAC left a legacy of desire from the public to see increased, and 
effective, public participation in resource management decisions (Bulkley Valley Community 
Resources Board Steering Committee (BVCRB Steering Committee), 1991). Concerns 
about forest practices were growing throughout the province, and increased dissatisfaction 
was felt in the BFD and expressed through public meetings regarding Tree Farm Licenses 
and the District Forest Service’s announcement of a twenty-year Resource Management 
Plan for the Bulkley TSA (Quanstrom, 1990). In the winter of 1990, Reclaiming Our Forests, 
a community conference, focused on the idea of public involvement in resource 
management planning and decision making, was held in the Smithers (Interior News Staff,
1990a; Interior News Staff, 1990b). Over two hundred participants attended and, with 
subsequent meetings, the BVCRB Steering Committee was the established (Interior News 
Staff, 1991 i). The members of this committee were charged with the responsibility of 
producing a discussion paper regarding a possible model for a community resources board 
(BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991).
In the fall of 1991, representatives from the BFD Forest Service, the Ministry of 
Environment, BVCRB Steering Committee members, and representatives from various
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organizations within the BFD negotiated the Hilltop Agreement^ with the assistance of a 
facilitator. This document built upon the principles established in the Bulkley Valley 
Community Resources Board Discussion Paper (the BVCRB Discussion Paper) and the 
Hilltop Agreement provided the foundation for how the public would become involved in the 
Forest Land Management Plan (FLMP), a successor the Resource Management Plan. It is 
important to note that the establishment of the BVCRB was not attached to a specific 
resource management process; instead, its expressed purpose was “to ensure all resource 
activities will be ecologically responsible to guarantee long-term resource sustainability... 
[and] to see plans developed which, if implemented, will provide the most benefit possible to 
resident of the District and Province” (Hilltop Agreement, 1991, pp.2). The activities of the 
Board are related to specific management principles, and the first Board was meant to “deal 
primarily with integrated use of forestland as it relates to the Forest Land Management Plan 
for [the District]” (Hilltop Agreement, 1991, pp.3).
The Hilltop Agreement was made available for public input (BC Forest Service, 1991b), and 
in November 1991 a nominations call for potential BVCRB members was made (BC Forest 
Service, 1991a; Interior News Staff, 1991f). The selection of Board members was based on 
representation of resource value perspectives outlined in the Hilltop Agreement (Table 5.2), 
rather than representation based on sectors or interest groups. Each nominee was required 
to indicate which of the perspectives they represented and demonstrate their qualifications 
to reflect those perspectives. Three members on a Committee of Facilitators, as outlined in 
the Hilltop Agreement, were responsible for facilitating the selection process and developing 
a representative Board with the assistance of the nominees and the public (Hilltop 
Agreement, 1991). In December of that year, two public meetings including the forty-two
Twenty-five representatives from the community, BVCRB Steering Committee, and government 
ministries participated in a facilitated negotiation session resulting the Hilltop Agreement.
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nominees were held. Of these forty-two, twelve were selected by the public to represent the 
community and public of the BFD on the Board (Interior News Staff, 1991a; Interior News 
Staff, 1991b). Agreement on the selection was based on the input from those individuals 
nominated, the public present at the meetings, and the final recommendations from the 
Committee of Facilitators using this input. Potential representatives of First Nations 
perspectives declined to participate due to prevailing provincial politics and ongoing land 
claims. The first meeting of the Board occurred in January of 1992.
The BVCRB was subject to public criticism. Editorials indicated that some individuals felt 
that another level of bureaucracy was not needed, “especially one manned by inexpert 
interest groups” (interior News Staff, 1991g, pp.A4). Still others called for a legal contract 
between the Board and the MOF, citing that recommendations by past groups were not 
taken into consideration and that time and energy should not go to waste again (Interior 
News Staff, 1991d; Granlin, 1991). Other cautions included that the selection process was a 
potential weakness (Blix, 1991), the Board still had no involvement in the AAC 
determination, that the intent of the Board was not being incorporated into the process, and 
that the government was only providing the Board with ‘lip-service’ (Interior News Staff,
1993a; Beck, 1993a; Overstall, 1993).
Despite these objections the BVCRB developed a Terms of Reference (TOR) for the FLMP
without a formal contract. The TOR established their role and provided specific rules of
operation, as well as planning steps regarding the FLMP process. In 1992 and 1993 two
series of public meetings were held within BFD communities (Interior News Staff, 1992;
Beck, 1993b; Interior News Staff, 1993b). The purpose of these meetings was to
disseminate information about the Board, to inquire about particular areas within the BFD
that the public may have concerns about, and to solicit comments on a planning direction for
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the BFD. In order to aid the Board, Technical Working Groups (TWO) were established with 
both Board and government representatives and members of the public to gather 
information, provide direction, and report back to the Board on specific topics.
In 1993, the BVCRB confronted a potential set-back linked to changing government policy
concerning resource management and land use planning processes. The FLMP TOR had 
to be revised to incorporate the changes of an increased IPT role in plan development and 
the consensus processes that accompanied the new provinciai LRMP guidelines. The Board 
was concerned with their role and the government’s role regarding the Hilltop Agreement in 
light of these new changes. Discussion for much of 1993 and 1994 evolved around how to 
incorporate these policy directions while maintaining the goals and role of the Board within 
the Bulkley LRMP process. In October 1994, a new TOR regarding the LRMP process 
became official. In 1994, another set of public open houses were heid to display the land 
inventories to be used during the development of the Bulkley LRMP (Interior News Staff, 
1994).
In 1994, the BVCRB began to develop the foundation for the Bulkley LRMP. The Board 
members were divided into four sub-committees based on the perspectives they brought to 
the table, and asked to develop separate options. The result was four decidedly different 
scenarios on how the BFD should be managed. After some revisions, these four options 
were put before the public at a fourth series of public meetings and open houses in January 
1995 (Beck, 1995). This presentation was accompanied by a questionnaire for public 
feedback on the scenarios, asking those who attended to rate the particular components of 
the scenarios they favoured. These responses were compiled in a summary document 
(Bulkley Forest Service, 1995).
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In March of 1995, the BVCRB began a consensus decision making process using 
Information from the scenarios as a starting point and working with the aid of facilitators. 
Many of the deliberations occurred on weekends, and consensus was reached on May 06, 
1995. The Board met with the IPT to review the consensus management directions, and In 
May of 1996 a fifth series of public meetings and open houses were held to review the 
Consensus Management Direction (Interior News Staff, 1996a). These recommendations 
were forwarded to the provincial government. However, due to the need to review and clarify 
some of these directions (Interior News Staff, 1996b; Interior News Staff, 1997b), and It was 
not until June 1997 that the Bulkley LRMP was approved In principle (Interior News Staff,
1997b). The Bulkley LRMP was ratified by the provincial government In July 1998 (Howell, 
1998) and unveiled at an open house In February 1999 (Interior News Staff, 1999c). The 
Board would maintain a presence and move to a monitoring role In the Implementation of 
the Bulkley LRMP (Interior News Staff, 1997a) and participate In other resource 
management processes.
In February 1999 there was a second call for nominations for potential BVCRB members. 
The same selection procedure was followed, and the second Board was formed In March 
1999 (Interior News Staff, 1999a; Interior News Staff, 1999b). The second Board was 
Initially asked to clarify particular timber harvesting guidelines In the Bulkley LRMP for the 
Driftwood-Reiseter area (Young, 1999a; Young, 1999b; ZelllnskI, 1999). The Board had 
strongly discouraged the use of circle routes that connect adjoining forest districts In the 
Interest of keeping timber that Is harvested within the BFD from being processed outside the 
BFD (BVCRB and IPT, 1998). The Board also became Involved with the streamlining of the 
existing Forest Practices Code through the Bulkley Pilot Project. In November 2001, a third 
official selection process occurred to select 5 new members for the Board (Interior News 
Staff, 2001 ), as previous members had resigned from the Board for various reasons. The
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third Board has been participating in monitoring the Bulkley LRMP as well as other 
processes for the area.
Bulkley Plan Area
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Figure 3.0 -  Bulkley Plan Area: Bulkley TSA Map 2 
Source: BVCRB and IPT. (1998). pp.8.
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3.3 BFD Profile Summary
In summary, the economy of the BFD Is diverse and there are four communities within its 
boundaries. Smithers serves as the main service centre, holding the large majority of the 
population. Land within the BFD is subject to land claims, which influenced the lack of First 
Nations participation in the BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP. A legacy of activism and community 
organization provided a foundation for the establishment of the Board. The Hilltop 
Agreement outlined the roles, responsibilities, and representation of the Board in the initial 
FLMP process. This was important, as it gave strength to the Board when LRMPs were 
introduced. The Board communicated with the public several times throughout the 
development of the Bulkley LRMP, and was able to reach consensus. All of these events 
have valuable implications for the strength and perception of the Board and its role.
36
Chapter Four -  Methodology
4.0 Introduction
A case study methodology was undertaken for the examination of the BVCRB®. Case 
studies are a comprehensive research strategy (Yin, 1994) that “focuses attention on one or 
a few instances of some social phenomenon” (Babbie, 2001, pp.285). These phenomena 
are specific to a time and a place (Ragin, 1994) and can be “a person, a small group, a 
community, an event or an episode” (Platt, 1996, pp.160). Case studies are preferred for 
‘how’ or ‘why’ questions, particularly when dealing with a contemporary phenomenon or one 
over which the investigator has little control (Yin, 1994). The BVCRB is a public body whose 
role and form has evolved over a period of twelve years.
Case studies can use a mix of qualitative and quantitative data (Yin, 1994). Yin (1994) cites 
six sources of evidence, two of which have been used during the course of this study. Both 
documentation and interviews regarding the BVCRB and its role in the Bulkley LRMP have 
been used to gather information. Multiple sources of evidence are an advantage and help to 
develop “converging lines of inquiry [author’s emphasis], a process of triangulation” (Yin, 
1994, pp.92). A variety of methods such as qualitative interviewing, snowball sampling, and 
content analysis have been applied and contribute to triangulation to ensure the reliability 
and validity of the data (Riddick, 1999). A qualitative research framework was implemented, 
and can be used “for studying subtle nuances in attitudes and behaviours and for examining
 ^Chapter Four Acronyms: 
Bulkley Forest District (BFD),
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP),
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board (BVCRB; the Board),
Forest Advisory Committee (FAC),
Interagency Management Committee (lAMC),
Interagency Planning Team (IPT),
Technical Working Group (TWG), and 
University of Northern British Columbia (UNBC).
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social processes over time” (Babbie, 2001, pp.298). This links with the principles of case 
study research.
Previous knowledge about the BFD communities, the BVCRB itself, and the Bulkley LRMP 
process aided in the development of the research design and interview questions. 
Recognising that a connection to these processes plays a role in how one knows and what 
one knows (Widdowfield, 2000), more information about all three of these topics was 
gleaned throughout the research. As well, the information from the newspapers informed the 
interview process, thus adding to knowledge of events. The documents and minutes from 
the BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP processes were used in triangulating the analysis of data 
from the interviews.
4.1 Sources of Data
Several sources and types of information were used in this research. They are: BVCRB 
meeting minutes, newspaper archives, BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP process documents, and 
interviews. This section will outline of how each source of data was gathered and the 
purposes they serve. All documents have been recorded in a database in detail by year, 
month, title, author, and source. Interview participants have been recorded in Appendix B 
by questionnaire number, participant number, role or representation, and community values 
used in the participant selection process.
Documentation
A -  BVCRB Meeting and Workshop Minutes
During the selection of the BVCRB membership, and the development of the Bulkley LRMP,
minutes of meetings were recorded (Table 4.0). They are available for public viewing at the
BFD office, and a copy was made for the purposes of this research. Minutes recorded after
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the development and approval of the Bulkley LRMP are available from the BVCRB website. 
A gap exists in the minutes between September 1996 and October 2000. This is due to lack 
of availability, perhaps because extensive records were not kept for the BVCRB and IPT 
technical process after the Board reached consensus; or perhaps due to the delay in the 
Bulkley LRMP approval. Minutes from TWGs during the development of the Bulkley LRMP, 
and other Board sub-groups are missing or unavailable. Extensive minutes are available for 
the 1995 facilitated consensus building process.
Table 4.0 - BVCRB Minutes
SOURCE DATE
Bulkley Forest District Archives December 4, 1991 -  May 6 ,1995
BVCRB Website (www.bvcrb.ca) October 12, 2000 -  April 02, 2002
These data are central to the research as they serve as a means of verifying the ideas, 
issues, and timelines presented in the interview data, process documents, and newspaper 
coverage. The information assisted in tracking the evolution of the BVCRB and the ideas 
presented throughout the Bulkley LRMP documents, as generated by the Board. A more 
detailed table of the minutes and other process documents follows in the content analysis 
portion of this chapter.
B - Newspaper Archives
An extensive search of the area’s main newspaper. The Interior News, was conducted 
inclusively for issues from April 1970 to June 2002 (Table 4.1). Articles, editorials, 
advertisements, and public notices regarding resource management planning and decision 
making issues, conflicts, and processes were targeted. Each weekly edition of The Interior 
News was scanned for coverage in the relevant sections. The layout of these sections has
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changed; however, three main sections remained consistent: 1 ) main news and events, 2) 
sports, and 3) community events.
The majority of the desired years of The Interior News are available on microfilm from 
different sources, and a hardcopy of articles was made where possible. For those issues 
not available on microfilm, extensive notes were taken. Hardcopy of some coverage was 
donated from a participant’s personal archives. The Bulkley Valley Museum and University 
of Northern British Columbia (UNBC) archives were used as the main sources of the 
newspaper archives, while the other locations served to fill in the remaining years of 
coverage. The newspaper archive search began with issues from 1970 in order to obtain 
background information on various resource management and land use issues, as well as 
any community organization or public participation processes within the Bulkley Valley and 
BFD.
Table 4.1 - Newspaper Coverage
Source Date
Bulkley Valley Museum Archives 1970-1990; 2001
The Interior News Archives 1992-1993; 2000; Jan-June2002
Personal Archives -  Interviewee # 34 Various
UNBC Geoffrey Weller Library 1991; 1994-1999
Information taken from the newspaper coverage has been used to construct a timeline of 
issues, conflicts, and involvement in resource management in the Bulkley Valley. This 
serves to provide insight into the establishment of the BVCRB and development of the 
Bulkley LRMP. Coverage from 1990 to the present provides specific details as to the 
opportunities for public involvement both in the Board and the Bulkley LRMP, information 
provided to the public, as well as formats for communication with the public. This 
information also serves to crosscheck information from the minutes and interview data.
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C -  BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP Process Documents
An array of documents regarding the BVCRB, Bulkley LRMP, and previous resource 
management planning and decision making issues in the area are available (Table 4.2).
This includes the TOR for the Board and Bulkley LRMP, the socio-economic analysis of the 
four LRMP scenarios developed by the Board, a summary of the evolution of the Board, and 
notes and correspondence regarding the establishment of the Board. The documents date 
from 1977 to the present, and range from news releases, to personal letters and other 
correspondence, publications regarding the Bulkley Valley and Bulkley TSA, discussion 
papers on public participation and involvement methods, and articles on previous public 
participation in the BFD. Documents pertaining specifically to the Board and Bulkley LRMP 
include TOR drafts, pamphlets and brochures outlining the Bulkley Consensus, summary 
documents of public input, assessments of the Board and Bulkley LRMP, drafts of the 
Bulkley LRMP socio-economic study, the Bulkley LRMP, and documents of current issues 
undertaken by the Board.
Table 4.2 - BVCRB. Bulkley LRMP. and Other Documents
Source Type 1
Bulkley Forest District Archives Various I
BVCRB Website (bvcrb.ca) Current Issues (October 2000 to April 2002)
Personal Archives -  Anonymous Story of BVCRB/Buikiey LRMP
Personal Archives -  interviewee # 9 Bulkley Consensus Pamphlets
Personal Archives -  interviewee # 11 Forest Advisory Committee Article
Personal Archives -  interviewee # 34 Various and extensive
Personal Archives -  Interviewee # 29 Bulkley Valley Forestry Round Table
Persona Archives -  Interviewee # 4&5 FAC and BVCRB Discussion Papers
Personal Archives -  interviewee # 2 CORE and BC Round Table publications |
Specific process documents relating to either the BVCRB or the Bulkley LRMP are central to 
the research by providing verification for other sources of data. Other documents, such as 
the Bulkley TSA Timber Supply Review and summaries of resource management
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community debates, were helpful in constructing timelines, and suggest future research 
questions.
4.2 Interviews: Qualitative Approach
A key part of the data collection process involved interviews with people involved with public 
participation in the BFD. Prior to developing the interview questionnaires, potential 
interviewees were divided into six main categories based on their involvement in the BVCRB 
and/or the Bulkley LRMP (Table 4.3). Two sampling techniques were used to determine 
potential interviewees. Non-probability sampling was employed (Babbie, 2001, pp. 178) 
because the population of those involved in the establishment of the Board, and 
development of the Bulkley LRMP, was already known. Names of First BVCRB members 
and Government Representatives involved in the LRMP process are listed in the Bulkley 
LRMP itself. Contact information for Current Board members is available through the 
BVCRB website. An lAMC membership list was obtained through the lAMC coordinator. 
Names of Past Representatives were mentioned in newspaper coverage.
Table 4.3 - Number and Role of Interview Participants
INTERVIEW
GROUP
(1-6)
ROLE
#0F
INTERVIEWS
(34)
la BVCRB Steering Committee 3
1b Committee of Facilitators (First Selection Committee) 1
2 Second and Third Selection Committee 4
3a First BVCRB members 6
3b Interagency Planning Team (government) 4
3c Interagency Management Committee (government) 2
4 Second and Third BVCRB members 4
5 Community Representatives 9
6 Past Public Participation 1
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The 2000 Smithers Community Directory provided names of contacts for Community 
Representatives of community values within the BFD. Snowball sampling was used to 
identify additional contacts for Community Representatives, as well as members of BVCRB 
selection committees by asking interviewees for names of other potential participants. As 
this technique may compromise representativeness (Rubin and Babbie, 1993), precautions 
were taken to select interviewees from a variety of interests. These precautions were 
applied when selecting all potential participants. Selection based on community values, 
community interests, or representation of particular government ministries took place 
depending on the nature of the interviewee group. To ensure a broad representation, 
potential candidates in interviewee groups 1 a, 3a, 4, 5, and 6 were chosen based on certain 
community values apparent within the BFD. These community values are not based on 
traditional ‘sector’ representation, although distinguishing between values and identifying 
potential community representatives without approaching a particular sector organization 
was difficult. The community values used are listed in Table 4.4 and include: environmental, 
timber harvesting, wildlife, mineral and exploration, recreation, and tourism. Recognising 
that an individual may hold a particular resource management perspective or value allows 
for the opportunity to interview someone with a different view. For example, if an interviewee 
has experience with environmental values, interviewing who has experience with timber 
harvesting values would increase the representativeness of the population. This helps to 
ensure that a cross-section of perspectives is examined.
The BVCRB selection committees are designed to represent a triad of key community 
interests: public, industry, and government. At the time the Hilltop Agreement was 
negotiated, these three community interests were seen to be the ‘warring factions’ within the 
community. Representatives of government interests who participated on selection
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committees were unavailable for interviews at the time of this research. Those selection 
committee members interviewed are indicated in Table 4.5.
Table 4.4 - Communitv Values for Interview Groups 1a. 3a. 4, 5. and 6
COMMUNITY VALUE FREQUENCY INTERVIEW GROUP
Community 3 3a,5,6
Conservation 2 3a,4
Development 2 3a,5
Ecological 2 la j
Environmental 5 1a,3a,5,6
Job/Labour 1 5
Mineral and Exploration 3 3a,4,5
Recreation 3 4,5
Small Business 2 3a,5
Sustainability/Quality of Life 3 3a,5
Spiritual 1 3a
Timber Harvesting 5 1a,3a,5
Tourism 3 1a,4,5
Wilderness 3 4,5
Wildlife 2 1a,4,5
Youth 1 4
Table 4.5 - Communitv Interests for Interviewee Group 1b and 2
COMMUNITY INTEREST FREQUENCY INTERVIEW GROUP
Public 2 1^2
Industry 3 1 b f
Government 0 -
Representatives of particular government ministries who participated in either the IPT or 
lAMC were selected based on their ministry and the role they played during the 
development of the Bulkley LRMP. The ministries listed in Table 4.6 often have conflicting 
mandates for the use of the land base.
Table 4.6 - Government Ministries for Interviewee Groups 3b and 3c
1 GOVERNMENT MINISTRY FREQUENCY INTERVIEW GROUP
Ministry of Forests 2 3
Ministry of Environment 1 3
Ministry of Energy and Mines 2 3
1 BC Parks 2 3
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Potential participants were also selected if they played a central role, or multiple roles, in 
either the BVCRB or the Bulkley LRMP. The number of interviews from each group was 
determined during the course of the field research depending on the ‘relevance’ of the role 
each played in the Board and the Bulkley LRMP. Forty-eight potential interviewees were 
contacted and thirty-one interviews were completed. Some of the interviewees were able to 
contribute to more than one interview questionnaire due to multiple roles regarding the 
Board and the Bulkley LRMP.
Different questionnaires (Appendix 0) were developed for each of the six interviewee groups 
in order to pose specific questions about each role identified initially in the BVCRB and/or 
Bulkley LRMP. All questionnaires first asked for ‘technical’ information regarding the 
interviewee’s role, etc. Technical information was followed by questions about the Board 
itself and the development of the Bulkley LRMP. For example, both interviewees involved in 
the selection process and the IPT were asked what their motivation and role was regarding 
the Board or Bulkley LRMP; however, subsequent questions for those involved in the 
selection process related directly to how the Board was selected, while questions for the IPT 
were directed at the Bulkley LRMP.
Interview Questionnaire One -  BVCRB Facilitators
1a -  Individuals, Groups and Organizations involved in Establishing the BVCRB;
Interviewees who were involved in workshops, open houses, committees and 
other events and processes that led to the idea for a community resources 
board in the Bulkley Valley were identified through newspaper coverage and 
process documents. One main group was identified: the BVCRB Steering 
Committee. Three of these members were interviewed representing tourism, 
recreation, and environmental and ecological values.
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1 b -  Committee of Facilitators:
This group served as the first selection committee, responsible for compiling 
nominations for the BVCRB in December 1991. The three members of the committee 
were meant to represent a triad of community interests: government, industry, and 
public. Two members of this first selection committee were interviewed representing 
industry and public interests.
Interview Questionnaire Two -  Selection Committee 2/3
2 -  Second and Third Selection Committees:
Four members representing industry and public interests were interviewed based on 
their participation in either the second (1999) or third (2001) BVCRB selection 
committees. Two were former BVCRB members and one was involved in all 
selection processes.
Interview Questionnaire Three -  First BVCRB Members and Government Representatives 
3a -  First BVCRB:
There were twelve members of the first BVCRB and six were interviewed for the 
project; they played key roles in the development of the Bulkley LRMP and 
represented a range of values from timber harvesting, mineral and exploration, to 
conservation and the environment.
3b -  Interagency Planning Team (IPT):
There were ten members of the IPT and four were interviewed representing the 
MOF (lead agency). Ministry of Energy and Mines, and BC Parks.
One individual was interviewed specifically for their key role with the BVCRB in the 
Bulkley LRMP.
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3c -  Interagency Management Committee (lAMC):
There were six iAMC representatives, one of whom was interviewed from the 
Ministry of Environment and one from the Ministry of Energy and Mines. A 
representative from BC Parks* was interviewed in place of the actual IAMC 
member because they are involved in the implementation of the Bulkley LRMP 
(‘ telephone interview).
Interview Questionnaire Four -  Current BVCRB 
4a/b -  Second and Third BVCRB:
Seven BVCRB members have served on both the second and third Boards. Four 
individuals were selected for an interview representing mineral and exploration, 
wilderness, wildlife, tourism, recreation, economic, and youth values.
Interview Questionnaire Five -  Communitv Representatives 
5a -  Community Representatives:
Individuals from community groups and organizations representing various 
community values were interviewed to assess the representativeness of the BVCRB 
and the Bulkley LRMP process. It is difficult to determine the range of community 
values within the BFD, however, nine representatives in total were interviewed 
representing timber harvesting and jobs/labour, mineral and exploration, 
environmental, recreation and tourism, wilderness and wildlife values, quality of life 
and community values, and recreation and wilderness values.
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Interview Questionnaire Six -  Past Representatives 
6a -  Past public participation:
One person from the FAC was interviewed using this particular questionnaire. Other 
individuals who could be considered Past Representatives were interviewed for their 
roles in the BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP, and also provided information about past 
processes and their involvement.
Qualitative Approach - Interview Questionnaires
A qualitative approach to interviewing was appropriate for examining the BVCRB and 
Bulkley LRMP as the purpose was to garner information about the concept of public 
participation using a particular example. The intent was to obtain detailed information about 
one process, rather than to make broad generalizations about all LRMPs and public bodies 
involved in such processes (Babbie, 2001). To realize these goals, a qualitative interview, 
less structured than survey research, was implemented. An interview guide approach was 
used to conduct interviews in order to allow for comparability (Rubin and Babbie, 1993).
This type of interview implies “an unstandardized format with a predominance of open 
ended questions” (Schoenberger, 1991, pp. 180). Interview questionnaires were designed 
based on the six groups of potential interviewees and their roles. The questionnaires were 
divided into specific sections depending on the level of the interviewee’s participation. The 
questions were designed to establish background information about the participant’s role, 
participation in any past processes, familiarity with either the BVCRB or Bulkley LRMP 
process, and details about each process. Other questions were aimed specifically at 
whether or not the interviewee felt that Board was representative of the public using a 
semantic differential scale (Babbie 2001) to determine the degree to which the interviewee
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agreed or disagreed with aspects of the Board’ representation. Questions were also posed 
as to whether there is a role for the Board in future resource management processes.
These questions were posed in order to stimulate “an interaction between [the] interviewer 
and respondent in which the interviewer has a general plan of inquiry but not a specific set 
of questions that must be asked with particular words and in a particular order” (Babbie, 
2001, pp.291). This type of interview is a collaborative effort between the interviewer and 
respondent (Valentine, 1999) in the form of a conversation with a general direction in which 
the respondent does the talking (Babbie, 2001 ). This technique helps to gain insights into 
complex affairs through “comprehensive measurements available to field researchers [that] 
tap a depth of meaning in concepts...that are generally unavailable to surveys and 
experiments” (Babbie, 2001, pp.298). This technique compliments the goals of case study 
research. The interview questionnaires, consent forms, and ethics approval can be found in 
Appendix C.
Qualitative interviewing provides access to certain kinds of knowledge that questionnaires 
may not (Schoenberger, 1991) and is useful for uncovering complexities (McDowell, 1992). 
Coupled with sampling techniques, the researcher is able to have direct access to specific 
participants (Schoenberger, 1991). Some of the problems inherent in this type of research 
can be curbed through a well-informed researcher who is familiar with the topic and issues 
at hand (Schoenberger, 1991). When conducting interviews, the initial background 
knowledge about the BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP contributed to the types of follow-up 
questions that could be asked, the flow of the conversation, and the comfort level of the 
interviewees. Using the interview questionnaires as a guide, the interview allowed for the 
flexibility to ask additional questions if an important topic or issue arose.
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This flexibility is important because answers from previous questions can shape subsequent 
ones (Babbie, 2001) and the meanings of concepts can be clarified or verified during the 
conversation (Schoenberger, 1991). Some questions may be difficult to understand, or are 
interpreted differently, and can be clarified so the interviewee understood the intention of the 
question. Respondents are likely to be intellectually engaged and less frustrated which 
increases the quality and accuracy of their responses (Schoenberger, 1991 ). The ability to 
record observations (Babbie, 2001 ) and being able to judge body language also allows the 
interviewer to interpret whether or not the participant is comfortable with certain questions, 
or the interview as a whole.
Disadvantages
Qualitative interviews are vulnerable to intricate issues of control. The main obstacle for 
some of the interviews was directing the flow of conversation and ensuring that all topics in 
the interview questionnaire had been covered. Excessive control by the interviewer may 
lead the respondent and distort the information being gathered. While the interviewer 
obtains a certain amount of control by setting the agenda for the interview, there is always a 
risk that the respondent will set their own agenda during the interview, which may result in 
irrelevant data and additional problems for the interviewer (Schoenberger, 1991). The 
imposition of discipline in the interview process can mean the loss of flexibility and 
comprehensiveness of the information (Schoenberger, 1991). McDowell (1992), however, 
has “found that the interviewer is more often in the position of a supplicant, requesting time 
and expertise from the powerful, with little to offer in return” (pp.213). Power relations, along 
with the implications of gender relations in interviews (McDowell, 1992), are important in the 
qualitative interview process, as they have the potential to affect the quality of the 
information obtained. Issues related to gender and power relations were not obvious, if they 
occurred.
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Interviewing respondents apart allows for freedom to express their views and the privacy to 
talk about other participants (Valentine, 1999). While this may provide valuable insights, the 
costs of interviewing apart are that the collective memory of the respondents may be 
disrupted, or they may feel as though they are being tested on whether or not they are 
‘telling the truth’ (Valentine, 1999). Often respondents will want to say the ‘right thing’ 
(Valentine, 1999) which hampers the quality or accuracy of the responses. It was apparent 
that some interviewees were looking for ‘approval’ and some seemed to be wary of whether 
or not their answers corresponded with answers from other interviewees. As the subject 
matter for some of the interviewees dated back ten years, it was difficult for some to 
remember all of the details. Instances of a lapse in collective memory regarding the 
purpose/role of the BVCRB are apparent in the analysis of the interview data. Feelings of 
being tested were not immediately or strongly apparent, although the interviewer having 
strong ties to the community may have played a role, either positively or negatively.
Babbie (2001) indicated that the context of the questions posed during the interview, like 
closed-ended questions posed in questionnaires, may inadvertently omit relevant answers. 
Another common flaw in interview questionnaires is the interpretation of words, language, 
and meanings by interviewees may not be uniform (Schoenberger, 1991). Certain questions 
appeared to limit or confuse the responses that could be given. This can be attributed, in 
part, to the lack of necessary background information when developing the interview 
questionnaires. One such example is the questions pertaining to decision making and 
responsibilities of the BVCRB and government representatives. A specific decision making 
level was not given when the question was posed, so a variety of answers were outlined 
relating to the local process or the provincial LRMP process/mandate.
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Time became a disadvantage during many of the interviews. As the interview questionnaires 
were designed to cover a wide range of topics and issues, some of the interviews lasted 
approximately two hours. While many interviewees were gracious enough to spend this 
time discussing their role and perceptions, others were under time constraints. This limited 
the depth of the interview and the number of questions that could be asked during some 
interviews. In these scenarios, questions and subject matter were prioritized depending on 
the role that the participant played. Availability of some of the potential interviewees was 
another difficulty encountered. Several people contacted initially, although interested and 
willing, were unable to participate due to time constraints, work schedules, and job transfers.
Validitv and Reliability of the Interview and Qualitative Approach 
Despite the inherent problems with a qualitative approach, the interview method provides 
“measures with greater validity than do survey and experimental measures” (Babbie, 2001, 
pp.298). The reliability of qualitative interviewing is decreased because it is not as 
standardized as questionnaires, however, consistency (and, therefore, repeatability) exists 
with the same issues being addressed in each interview (Schoenberger, 1991 ). The extent 
to which qualitative interviews affect validity is influenced by the information generated being 
unavoidably filtered through the interview process and interpretation (Schoenberger, 1991). 
Thus, qualitative interviewing can trade a level of reliability in order to obtain greater insight 
into an area, and, therefore, greater ability to make inferences from that information. Again, 
this compliments case study research.
Interview Database Construction
Information from the interviews was compiled into an SPSS database and a text file 
database. SPSS software was used to input information from the interviews that could be 
transformed into numerical data. The first column of the SPSS database contains the
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participant number corresponding to the number on their interview questionnaire. The 
second column shows the role the participant played in the BVCRB and/or Bulkley LRMP. 
Each of the six interview questionnaires was used as a template and was entered in 
numerical order corresponding to the interviewee groups and the order of the questions 
within each questionnaire. For example, the first question in Questionnaire A was labelled 
A1. If there were subsequent questions they were labelled A1 i, A1 ii, etc. This procedure 
was followed for all questionnaires. Once information from all six interview questionnaires 
was entered, the common questions from each questionnaire were entered at the end of the 
database. If the question was common to questionnaires A and 0  they were labelled A1 iC3i, 
A2C3Ü, etc. A guidebook was developed as a key to the SPSS database.
The text file database was developed using Microsoft Word and followed the same pattern 
as the SPSS database. This database is used for the text data that could not be transformed 
into numerical data prior to analysis. Again, each interview questionnaire was used as a 
template and the information from each interview corresponds with the participant number 
on their questionnaire and the question number (A1, B2...). The information has been 
entered sequentially with the answers to common interview questions entered at the end of 
the database (A2iiB2ii...). Some questions have both quantitative information entered in the 
SPSS database and qualitative information in the text file database. Where possible the 
qualitative data was transformed into quantitative data. The answers entered in the text file 
database were coded using content analysis.
4.3 Content Analysis
Content analysis can be used to examine information from other methods (United States 
General Accounting Office, 1982) such as a qualitative interview. It can combine both 
qualitative and quantitative aspects (Weber, 1990) through examining the frequency of
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words or the occurrence of themes. For this research, the themes (latent variables) 
generated from the data have been analysed, as opposed to the words (manifest variables) 
(Babbie, 2001). Manifest content is “the visible, surface content”, and latent content is the 
underlying meaning of the text or message (Babbie, 2001, pp.310). The type of content to 
be analysed is determined by the nature of the research being undertaken, however, most 
researchers will choose the depth in understanding resulting from latent content (Babbie, 
2001). The reason for examining the themes gathered from interviews, and other 
documented sources, is concern with ‘what’ is being communicated (Babbie, 2001 ) and how 
to make inferences from the text (Weber, 1990) to the meaning of messages (Krippendorf, 
1980). This research is also concerned with the relationship between the data and its 
context (Krippendorf, 1980). The relationships of two or more variables within a document, 
or among several documents, can be analysed through this process. One purpose of 
undergoing this content analysis is triangulation (Riddick and Russell, 1999; Yin, 1994) to 
verify the content of several sources of data.
As part of content analysis, a coding scheme must be developed. A scheme aids in 
ensuring the rigour and reliability of the process, and contains four main steps (Weber,
1990; Babbie, 2001). The first step is to define the recording units, or units of observation. 
This could be a word, word sense, sentence, theme, paragraph, or whole text. Second is to 
define the categories for the recording units. These categories should be exhaustive, 
mutually exclusive, and independent so as to eliminate ambiguity about which coding 
category a theme belongs to. Categories in coding can be assumed or inferred. An inferred 
category scheme waits to let the content of the text determine the categories. An assumed 
category scheme would impose categories on the data before the content of the data is 
known (Weber, 1990). The third step is to test a sample portion of the text. Coding rules are
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then revised to Incorporate any changes and the entire text is coded. The final step is to 
review the coding for consistency and accuracy.
One of the main benefits of content analysis is that it is unobtrusive (Babbie, 2001 ; Weber,
1990; Krippendorf, 1980), which means that the examination of the subject matter does not 
influence the content. This method is able to examine large volumes of unstructured 
material (Krippendorf, 1980) such as meeting minutes. It is, however, limited to examination 
of recorded communications (Babbie, 2001 ). Larger portions of text are harder to code 
because, potentially, they contain more meanings (Weber, 1990) and are more subjective. 
This can contribute to ambiguity in establishing categories and knowing which recording 
units are to be assigned to which category (Weber, 1990). Any errors that occur and remain 
undetected in the first stages of coding produce cumulative effects in subsequent ones 
(Krippendorf, 1980). Difficulties with content analysis “may detract from the reliability of the 
procedures or from the validity of substantive conclusions based on them” (Weber, 1990, 
pp.70). The reason for establishing structured and well-defined coding rules is to increase 
both validity and reliability (Babbie, 2001).
Content Analysis -  Coding Schemes
The content of the text responses from the interviews and the BVCRB meeting minutes and 
selected Bulkley LRMP documents have been coded. The recording units for all text data 
are themes, or latent content. Two separate sets of coding categories, with some 
similarities, have risen from the two sources of information. A complete list of the coding 
categories and their definitions can be found in Glossary B. Some of the categories include: 
community organization, community representation, community accountability, TOR, and the 
role of the Board. All coding took place on an inductive basis, taking observations from the 
data and looking for a pattern relevant to the research (Babbie, 2001; Ragin, 1994).
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Interview Data Coding Scheme
The interview text responses have been coded in categories directly related to the interview 
questions. The categories used are assumed and stem from the focus of the question and 
the topic addressed in the interview questionnaire. For example, if a question was asked 
about the influence of the BVCRB in the development of the Bulkley LRMP, the responses 
related to the question were grouped under the category of “BVCRB Role in LRMP”. This 
allowed for grouping questions and responses according to the topic addressed by the 
question.
A test of the coding scheme was implemented on several interview questions. The 
categories were revised and re-defined on the basis of whether or not they reflected the 
content of the interview text response. The use of sub-categories helped to address their 
complexity. All the interview responses were coded and then edited to ensure consistency 
in the coding. The interview data was reviewed a total of 4 times: 1) through data entry, 2) 
coding test (selected interview questions), 3) coding, and 4) review of coding for 
consistency. All interview data was entered into an Excel spreadsheet according to 
questionnaire and question number, context, interviewee, quote and categories. Quantitative 
tables were constructed according to the category and then sub-categories.
Minute Data Coding Scheme
The content of the meeting minutes and process documents have been coded according to
the particular topics or issues the text reflects. The coding categories for this content
analysis are inferred from the nature of the documents and the particular information and the
context in which it is addressed. For example, if information about the TOR is raised in the
BVCRB meeting minutes referring to how the TOR will be written, this theme is coded under
to category of “BVCRB TOR” and the sub-category of “Development”. This allows the text to
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be grouped under a broad heading, as well as a more specific heading, which aids in the 
sorting of the Excel spreadsheet database.
Initially, a code test was conducting using only main categories such as “BVCRB TOR” and 
the minutes were coded using this scheme from 1991 to 1994. Due to the complexity and 
amount of information in the BVCRB minutes and Bulkley LRMP documents, the use of sub­
categories became necessary and the coding scheme was revised. All of the minutes and 
documents listed in Table 4.7 were coded using categories and sub-categories, and then 
reviewed for consistency in coding. The minutes and documents were reviewed a total of 
five times during the coding process: 1 ) initial review for familiarity with content, 2) coding 
test (selected portions), 3) initial coding of minutes with categories (1991-1994), 4) second 
coding of all minutes and documents with categories and sub-categories, and 5) final review 
of coding for consistency. All coded text was recorded in an Excel spreadsheet according to 
category, sub-category, planning phase, date, page, and quote. After all of the text was 
coded and sorted into main categories, these categories were then sorted again according 
to date. These dates have been divided into the three planning phases: 1 ) Pre-LRMP, 2) 
LRMP, and 3) Post-LRMP. Quantitative tables of this data were constructed according to the 
category, sub-categories, and planning phase.
4.4 Chapter Summary
Several methods and sources of information were incorporated into the research design for 
this project. Newspaper archives from The Interior News were used to gather coverage of 
resource management and land use issues from April 1970 to June 2002. This coverage 
informed the interview process, serves in the construction of timelines, and in the 
triangulation of interview data. Qualitative interviews were conducted for six separate 
interviewee groups based on their roles in the BVCRB and/or Bulkley LRMP process, and
57
community representation. Minutes from Board meetings throughout the Bulkley LRMP 
process and documents developed regarding the Bulkley LRMP provide, through content 
analysis, data also used in the triangulation of information from the interviews. This 
information is presented in the following chapter.
Table 4.7 - Minutes and Documents Used for Content Analvsis
PHASE - 3 STAGE - 8 DOCUMENTS -11 MINUTES - 87
Pre -  LRMP: 
12/JUI/91 to 
22/Mar/93
Resource 
Management Plan 
(RMP)
- Discussion Paper (12/Jul/91)
- Hilltop Agreement (11/Oct/91)
04/Dec/91 and 
09/Dec/91 (2)
Forest Land 
Management Plan 
(FLMP)
- Draft Terms of Reference 
(TOR) (Jan/92)
- FLMP TOR (14/0ct/92)
09/Jan/91to 
22/Mar/93 (25)
LRMP: 
26/Apr/93 to 
Mar/98
LRMP -  General Not available. 26/Apr/93to 
30/NOV/93 (10)
Options/Scenarios - LRMP TOR (27/Oct/94)
- Information Pamphlet (Jan/95)
- Public Comment Summary 
(Mar/95)
10/Jan/94 to 
27/Feb/95 (22)
Consensus Process Not available. 3/Mar/95 to 
6/Mar/95 (14) 
* BVCRB
Consensus
Management
Direction
- BVCRB and IPT Consensus 
Management Direction 
(May/96)
- Information Pamphlet (Jun/96)
Not available -  
incomplete (0)
Bulkley LRMP - Bulkley Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Mar/98)
Not available -  
incomplete (0)
P o s t- 
LRMP: 1999 
to present 
(data to 
1 02/Apr/02)
Monitoring and 
Implementation
-Draft TOR (12/Mar/02) 12/Oct/O2to 
02/Apr/02 (15)
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Chapter Five -  Analysis
5.0 Introduction
This analysis chapter has been divided into three sections. The first summarizes the data 
from the interview questionnaires, and the second summarizes the information from content 
analysis. The final section contains data regarding the key ideas First BVCRB® members 
and Government Representatives involved in the Bulkley LRMP were asked to identify 
during the interviews. All of these sections address the research question: How is public 
input conceptuaiized and incorporated into resource management decision making 
processes in the Bulkley Valley? The data shows that the perception and participation of 
the BVCRB has changed over time. This is due, in part, to changes in participants and 
government mandate.
5.1 Interview Questionnaire Responses
As outlined in Chapter Four, six groups of interviewees were asked questions from six 
different questionnaires (Table 5.0). In this section, the responses to these questions have 
been organized and grouped into categories according to the types of questions posed.
 ^Chapter Five Acronyms: 
Bulkley Forest District (BFD),
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP),
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board (BVCRB; the Board),
Consensus Management Direction (CMD),
Enhanced Timber Development (ETD),
Forest Land Management Plan (FLMP),
Interagency Management Committee (IAMC),
Interagency Planning Team (IPT),
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP),
Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP),
Recreation Access Management Plan (RAMP),
Resource Management Plan (RMP),
Special Management Zone (SMZ),
Terms of Reference (TOR), and 
Technical Working Group (TWO).
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Table 5.0 -  Interviewee Groups
INTERVIEW
GROUP
(1-6)
ROLE
1 BVCRB Facilitators - BVCRB Steerina Committee and Committee of Facilitators 
(First Board member selection committee)
2 Selection Committee 2/3 - Second and Third Board member selection committee 
representatives
3a First BVCRB (BVCRB 1 ) - First BVCRB members involved in the development of 
the Bulkley LRMP
3b Government Representatives (Gov. Reps.) - Interaaencv Planning Team and 
Interagency Management Committee Representatives
4 Current BVCRB (BVCRB 2/3) - Second and Third BVCRB members involved in 
Bulkley LRMP monitoring and other processes
5 Communitv Representatives (Communitv Reps.) -  Members of communitv groups 
and organizations representing particular community values
6 Past Representatives (Past Reps.) - Individuals involved in Past Public 
Participation
Part One - Community Organization: Interview Data
Community organization focuses on the events and issues that occurred prior to 
establishment of the first BVCRB’s membership. This includes interview questions pertaining 
to participants’ motivation for involvement, involvement in past processes, the reason and 
idea for pursuing a public body, events that led to the Board, the Hilltop Agreement, and 
Board member selection processes.
Motivation For Involvement
Interviewees in groups one to four were asked what motivated them to become involved in 
the BVCRB and/or Bulkley LRMP. Multiple reasons were noted and differences in motivation 
are apparent among the interviewee groups. All interviewees who served as BVCRB 
Facilitators were approached to participate and were motivated by a particular event or 
conversation, citing the provincial political climate and local forest practices as factors. Fifty 
percent of Selection Committee 2/3 members were approached to participate, while others
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were both approached as well as motivated by factors within the community. The majority of 
First BVCRB members indicated that they were neither approached nor motivated by an 
event or conversation; rather, their motivating factors ranged from community conflict, an 
interest in the process, the value of the process, past involvement, and becoming involved 
for the community. Most Government Representatives participated in the Bulkley LRMP 
because it was a job requirement. Current BVCRB members were approached to be 
involved (to put their name forward) by a former Board member. Motivation for involvement 
has changed from provincial and local factors, to being asked by a former BVCRB 
participant.
Other Involvement
All interviewees in groups one to four were asked if they were involved in any past resource 
management processes within the BFD. Only BVCRB Facilitators (50%) and Selection 
Committee 2/3 members (75%) indicated significant past involvement, citing the Forest 
Advisory Committee, Babine LRUP, and the Recreation Access Management Plan (RAMP) 
as specific processes. First BVCRB members. Government Representatives, and Current 
BVCRB members indicated little past participation. Representation in past processes 
encompassed both the public and particular sectors/interests.
Reason For Public Bodv
BVCRB Facilitators were asked why a public body for involvement in resource management 
planning and decision making was pursued. All identified that both past processes and the 
interaction between the government and public were contributing factors. This may be linked 
to the interviewees’ involvement in other resource management processes.
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BVCRB Facilitators (67%) identified the origin of the idea for the Board as a combination of 
particular groups, people, events, and conversations. Events include the “Reclaiming Our 
Forests” conference and the initiation of the RMP process. Others claim that the idea 
evolved from other processes and that specific people were involved.
Events Leading to the BVCRB
In connection with the previous question, 50% of BVCRB Facilitators indicated that there 
were particular events that led to the BVCRB. As well, 75% of these participants indicated 
that the Hilltop sessions were crucial. Interviewees also listed the “Reclaiming Our Forests” 
conference and the BVCRB Steering Committee as important. Additional comments from all 
respondents identified three main reasons that led to the Board representing the public in 
the Bulkley LRMP: 1) the need for planning, 2) the need for public input, and 3) the Hilltop 
Agreement. Some respondents disagreed that the Board was established prior to the 
Bulkley LRMP, indicating differences in collective memory.
Goal of BVCRB
According to 75% of BVCRB Facilitators, establishing the BVCRB was not always the goal. 
The Board evolved, and some interviewees cited community control as the goal. Other 
interviewees indicated that the Board was established just for the Bulkley LRMP. Responses 
depended on the participant’s length of involvement, role in the process, and perception of 
the Board’s mandate.
Hilltop Agreement and Legal Power
All BVCRB Facilitators agreed that the Board does not hold any legal or official power in
decision making. However, some respondents indicated that its strength stems from
consensus, and that the government cannot ignore its recommendations. Others felt that the
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Board is advisory in nature, perhaps due to their perception of the establishment of the 
Board.
Selection Prooess(es)
BVCRB Facilitators and Selection Committee 2/3 members were asked a series of 
questions about how the Board member selection process was, and is, organized. All 
respondents indicated that public meetings are held and that the public is involved during 
the selection process; this confirms that the selection processes are open. Respondents 
also confirmed that Board members are selected using a variety of methods, including 
nomination by the public and selection by committee. These responses can be verified by 
process documents. Respondents from Selection Committee 2/3 felt they had seen changes 
in the selection processes, citing a declining number of nominees and that, now, everyone 
who applies gets on the Board.
Public Awareness of First BVCRB
Community Representatives were asked if the public was communicated with regarding the 
BVCRB outside of the Bulkley LRMP process. All agreed. The question pertained only to the 
initial processes involved in establishing the Board before the Bulkley LRMP process, and 
does not refer to the current Board.
Public Participation in establishment of BVCRB
Community Representatives and Past Representatives were asked whether they agree that 
the public had input regarding the establishment of the BVCRB (Table 5.1). The majority of 
respondents indicated that the public did have input, citing opportunities for involvement.
This may indicate one reason for the public support of the process and the representative 
nature of the first Board.
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Table 5.1 -  Public Input into BVCRB
Public Input Into 
BVCRB
Community Reps. 
(n=7)
Past Reps. 
(n=1)
Disagree 14% 0%
Agree 71% 100%
Other 0% 0%
N/A 14% 0%
Part Tw o- Community Representation: Interview Data
Questions regarding community representation encompass how the BVCRB was meant to 
represent the public, both within and outside the Bulkley LRMP process, and perceptions of 
that representation. Responses address issues such as Board representation in general, 
group member involvement and community value representation. First Nations 
representation, and representation based on perspectives. Some of these questions were 
difficult to tabulate as they asked respondents to distinguish between the Board outside the 
Bulkley LRMP process and within the process in order to examine whether there would be a 
difference in answers. Not all respondents perceived the Board as separate from the Bulkley 
LRMP. The respondents who did not make this distinction were asked about public 
representation by the Board in general. It appears that this distinction does not lead to any 
significant differences in answers. The majority of respondents in all categories have 
indicated that the Board is representative of the public, despite some shortcomings.
It is important to note that Board members are selected for representation, in part, based on 
the criteria of sixteen resource value perspectives. These perspectives are referred to 
frequently in the interview responses (Table 5.2).
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Table 5.2 -  List of Resource Value Perspectives: Hilltop Agreement
PERSPECTIVE HILLTOP AGREEMENT
1 Attaches particular value to timber production above other uses.
2 Attaches particular value to timber production by small operators.
3 * Attaches particular value to the preservation of natural ecosystems.
4 ' Attaches particular value to the preservation of large tracts of 
wilderness, with limited access.
5 Favours management of forestland resources to maintain habitat of 
hunted animal species and aesthetic quality of hunting environment.
6 Favours management of forestland resources to maintain populations 
of animais subject to trapping.
7 Favours management of forestland resources to maintain quality of 
fish habitat and aesthetic quality of fishing environment.
8 Attaches particular significance to subsistence lifestyle and spiritual 
values.
9 Favours maintaining features of forestland resources which attract 
tourists.
10 Favours maintaining water quality for agriculture as well as access to 
and quality of grazing on forestland.
11 Favours management to enhance recreation access and recreation 
facilities with minimum activity restrictions.
12 Desires to preserve access to forestlands for prospecting and mineral 
development.
13 Dependent on commercial uses of forestland and perceives such uses 
as essential to secondary commercial activity.
14 Supports application of advanced technology to management and 
uses of resources in order to improve upon nature.
15 Favours preservation of aesthetic features of forestlands including 
landscapes and localized natural attributes.
16 Favours preservation of historical and cultural features of forestlands.
Source; Hilltop Agreement. (1991).
* These particular perspectives have been significantly altered or deleted in the current list of 
perspectives (Table 5.10)
Scope of BVCRB Representation
All BVCRB Facilitators indicated that the Board is meant to represent the entire BFD. Of 
these respondents, 25% cited representation of a range of forest values as being particularly 
important.
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BVCRB Representation and LRMP Process
Interviewees In groups one to four were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that the 
BVCRB was representative of the public. Since some respondents did not make the 
distinction between representation outside and within the Bulkley LRMP process, their 
answers to this question have been divided Into two categories: those respondents who 
made the outslde/wlthin distinction of representation, and those who did not (Table 5.3).
Table 5.3 -  BVCRB Representation Distinction
Outside/Within 
LRMP Distinction 
Made
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=4)
Selection 
Committee 2/3 
(n=4)
BVCRB1 
(n=6)
Gov.
Reps.
(n-6)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=4)
Distinction 50% 50% 33% 33% 0%
No Distinction 50% 50% 67% 67% 100%
Some respondents In each group distinguished between BVCRB representation of the 
public outside and within the Bulkley LRMP process. This did not significantly Impact the 
responses (Table 5.4). Those who disagreed cited that there Is not perfect representation on 
the Board because some perspectives are missing. The majority responded positively, 
citing the Board as community representatives. Some Indicated that the Board Is more 
representative than the sector model. There Is a division In responses among First BVCRB 
members and Government Representatives. Current BVCRB members did not make the 
distinction.
The remaining Interviewees were asked whether they agreed that the BVCRB Is 
representative of the public In general, not In reference to a particular process. The majority 
of respondents agreed that the Board Is representative of the public, despite additional 
comments Indicating that certain perspectives are missing. There Is a division among 
Current Board members as to whether the Board Is representative. Additional comments
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from BVCRB Facilitators and Current BVCRB members indicated that the current Board is 
not representative.
Table 5.4 -  BVCRB Representative of Public (Outside LRMP. Within LRMP. and General)
BVCRB 
1 Representative of 
Public Outside LRMP
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=2)
Selection 
Committee 2/3 
(n=2)
BVCRB1
(n=2)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=2)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=0)
Disagree 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%
Somewhat Agree 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Agree 50% 50% 50% 50% 0%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
BVCRB
Representative of 
Public Within LRMP
BVCRB
Facilitators
(nag
Selection 
Committee 2/3
(n=2)
BVCRB1 
(n=2)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=2)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=0)
Disagree 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%
Somewhat Agree 50% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agree 50% 100% 50% 50% 0%
BVCRB
Representative of 
Public in General
BVCRB
Facilitators
(ndO
Selection 
Committee 2/3 
(ndO
BVCRB1
(n=4)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=4)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=4)
Disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
Somewhat Agree 50% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agree 50% 100% 100% 100% 50%
The majority of all respondents, regardless of whether they distinguished between BVCRB 
representation outside or within the Bulkley LRMP process, agree that the Board is 
representative of the public. There are divisions among Government Representatives, First 
BVCRB members, and Current BVCRB members, due to the fact that representation is not 
perfect and certain perspectives are missing.
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Community Representative Involvement
All Community Representatives and Past Representatives were asked if a group member or 
they were involved in the BVCRB or Bulkley LRMP to illustrate how they may have become 
familiar with these processes. Some involvement by fellow group members was indicated 
(Table 5.5).
Table 5.5 -  Group Member Involvement
Group Member Involved In 
BVCRB and/or Bulkley LRMP
Community 
Reps. (n=9)
Past Reps. 
(n=1)
Yes 44% 100%
No 33% 0%
Other 22% 0%
Community Representative and Community Values
Community Representatives and Past Representatives were also asked whether their 
group’s community values were represented by the BVCRB (within and outside the Bulkley 
LRMP process). Many respondents from this group did not view community representation 
by the Board outside the Bulkley LRMP process, rather, the representation of the Board was 
viewed either within the LRMP, or in general. This may indicate that Community 
Representatives did not consider the Board as a process separate from the Bulkley LRMP. 
Despite this, the majority of respondents indicated their group’s values are represented by 
the Board (Table 5.6).
All Community Representatives who indicated they made the distinction of the BVCRB 
representing their values outside the Bulkley LRMP process agreed their community values 
are represented. The majority made the distinction of the Board within the Bulkley LRMP 
process and agreed that the group’s community values were represented. Some 
respondents felt that their concerns were brought to the table and that the goals of their
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group were met because of particular Board members. Those Community Representatives 
who disagreed commented that the Board was not mandated to represent their group’s 
community values. This reinforces the position of no sector representation by the Board.
Table 5.6 -  Communitv Values Represented
Community Values 
Represented Outside LRMP
Community Reps. 
(ndO
Past Reps. 
(n=0)
Agree 100% 0%
Community Values 
Represented Within LRMP
Community Reps.
(n=6)
Past Reps.
(n=0)
Disagree 17% 0%
Neutral 17% 0%
Agree 67% 0%
Community Values 
Represented in General
Community Reps.
(n=3)
Past Reps. 
(n=1)
Disagree 33% 0%
Agree 67% 100%
For respondents who did not make the outside/within LRMP distinction, most Community 
Representatives and Past Representatives agree that their group or individual community 
values are represented by the BVCRB. This is due to particular Board members and values 
represented by people involved in the process.
It appears that 78% of Community Representatives consider BVCRB representation only in 
the context of the Bulkley LRMP process, and not outside of that process. Regardless of 
whether the outside/within distinction is made, the majority of respondents agree that their 
community values are represented. Again, there is some disagreement on the basis that the 
Board is not mandated to represent their group’s community values.
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First Nations Representation
Respondents in groups one through four were asked if First Nations perspectives were 
represented outside/within the Bulkley LRMP process. The majority of BVCRB Facilitators 
and Selection Committee 2/3 made the distinction of representation within and outside the 
Bulkley LRMP, while the majority of First BVCRB members and Government 
Representatives did not make the distinction. Responses indicate that there is a lack of First 
Nations representation (Table 5.7).
Table 5.7 -  First Nations Representation
First Nations
Represented Outside 
LRMP
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=3)
Selection 
Committee 
2/3 (n=2)
BVCRB1
(n=2)
Gov. Reps. 
(n=2)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=1)
Disagree 75% 67% 100% 50% 0%
Somewhat Disagree 0% 0% 0% 50% 0%
Neutral 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
N/A 25% 33% 0% 0% 0%
First Nations 
Represented Within 
LRMP
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=3)
Selection 
Committee 
2/3 (n=2)
BVCRB1
(n=2)
Gov. Reps.
(n=2)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=1)
Disagree 100% 100% 100% 50% 100%
Agree 0% 0% 0% 50% 0%
First Nations 
Represented General
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=1)
Selection 
Committee 
2/3 (n=1)
BVCRB 1
(n=4)
Gov. Reps.
(n=3)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=3)
Disagree 100% 10% 100% 67% 67%
Somewhat Disagree 0% 0% 0% 33% 0%
Somewhat Agree 0% 0% 0% 0% 33%
All respondents who made the distinction disagree or somewhat disagree that First Nations 
perspectives are represented, both outside the Bulkley LRMP process and within the 
process. Reasons for this include the provincial political climate and First Nations 
representatives declining to participate. Other additional comments indicate that efforts to 
involve First Nations were made, and this lack of involvement was not the fault of the
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BVCRB or the process itself. Some Government Representatives somewhat disagreed that 
First Nations perspectives are represented within the Bulkley LRMP process, perhaps due to 
the efforts of both the Board and I FT, or the government mandate to involve First Nations 
(BVCRB and IPT, 1998).
Respondents who made no distinction were asked if the BVCRB is representative of First 
Nations perspectives in general. All respondents, with the exception of Current BVCRB 
members, disagreed that First Nations perspectives are represented. Some Current BVCRB 
members (33%) indicated that they somewhat agreed that First Nations perspectives are 
represented by the Board. Comments illustrate that the current Board has both attempted to 
represent these perspectives and they are represented by specific Board members.
The vast majority of respondents disagreed that First Nations perspectives are represented 
by the BVCRB, either in general, or outside/within the Bulkley LRMP process. None of the 
additional comments condemn the Board for this lack of representation. A number of 
respondents indicated that attempts were made at including First Nations perspectives. The 
trend in answers indicates that First Nations perspectives are not represented by the Board, 
due to external factors such as provincial political climate surrounding land claims and treaty 
negotiations. Efforts to include these perspectives were made throughout the BVCRB and 
Bulkley LRMP process timeline, as indicated in the analysis of process documents and 
meeting minutes (Tables 5.36).
Adequate Representation Based on Perspectives
Groups one through four were asked whether the sixteen perspectives used to select 
BVCRB members leads to adequate representation. A large majority of respondents agreed 
(Table 5.8). Respondents indicated that some perspectives are missing, however,
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perspectives were crucial to representation and the Board’s representation was not disputed 
(during the Bulkley LRMP process). The comment was also made that perspectives are 
better than sector or stakeholder representation. All Current BVCRB members cited that the 
wording of the perspectives has been changed (see Table 5.10), while it was not mentioned 
by any other respondents.
Table 5.8 -  Perspectives Are Adequate Representation
Perspectives Lead to 
Adequate Participation
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=4)
Selection 
Committee 2/3 
(n=4)
BVCRB1
(n=G)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=4)
BVCRB 2/3 
(n=4)
Neutral 0% 25% 0% 0% 0%
Somewhat Agree 0% 0% 0% 25% 75%
Agree 100% 75% 100% 75% 25%
It is important to note that the question regarding missing perspectives focused on 
perspectives other than First Nations. All groups indicated that there are missing 
perspectives (Table 5.9); global, provincial, business, labour, agriculture, environmental, and 
specific recreation uses were all identified as lacking. Some of the responses verge on 
sector/stakeholder representation rather than perspectives. One interviewee also cited the 
need for the perspectives to be reviewed through a public process. There are differences in 
answers within groups, with the exception of Current BVCRB members who all agree there 
are missing perspectives.
The same groups were asked whether or not there are particular advantages or 
disadvantages to selecting BVCRB members based on perspectives. The majority of 
respondents cited both advantages and disadvantages, and offered a range of explanations 
(Table 5.9). The overall advantage is that there is not sector or stakeholder representation, 
which might reduce to a ‘politics of turf’ (Cox, 1984). The overall disadvantage is the 
difficulty of the selection process.
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Table 5.9 -  Perspectives Representation: General
Missing Perspectives BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=4)
Selection
Committee 
2/3 (n=4)
BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=6)
BVCRB 2/3 
(n=4)
Yes 50% 75% 50% 67% 100%
No 50% 0% 33% 33% 0%
Other 0% 25% 17% 0% 0%
Selection Advantages 
and Disadvantages
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=4)
Selection
Committee
2/3 (n=4)
BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=5)
BVCRB 2/3 
(n=3)
Yes 100% 75% 83% 60% 67%
No 0% 0% 17% 0% 0%
Other 0% 25% 0% 20% 33%
N/A 0% 0% 0% 20% 0%
Need for Different 
Selection Process
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=4)
Selection
Committee
2/3 (n=4)
BVCRB1 
(n=6)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=5)
BVCRB 2/3
(n=3)
Yes 0% 0% 0% 0% 25%
No 50% 50% 83% 40% 25%
Other 50% 50% 17% 60% 50%
Different Selection Process Necessary
All interviewees in groups one to four were asked whether a different way of selecting 
BVCRB members would be more appropriate. Despite citing it as a disadvantage, the 
majority of respondents do not think a different way of selecting board members is 
necessary (Table 5.9). Additional comments, except from Current BVCRB members, 
indicate that the selection process is specific to the community, and that this particular 
process works for this community. One Current BVCRB member indicated that a different 
method of selection is necessary. Other additional comments from Current BVCRB 
members note the need for more notification in the paper as to the views they are looking 
for, and that there is not a large enough pool of nominees.
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Table 5.10- List of Perspectives: BVCRB Website
PERSPECTIVE BVCRB Website
1 Values timber production above other uses.
2 Values timber production by small operators.
3* Values the maintenance of large tracts of wilderness.
4 Values huntino. the manaaement of the landbase to maintain habitat of hunted 
animal species and aesthetic quality of hunting environment.
5 Values traoDinc and the manaaement of the landbase so as to maintain 
populations of fur-bearing animals.
6 Values fishino and the manaaement of the landbase so as to maintain aualitv of 
fish habitat and aesthetic quality of fishing environment.
7 Values a subsistence lifestyle and spiritual values.
8 Values tourism and maintainina features of the landbase that attract tourists.
9 Values aariculture and access to and aualitv of arazina on forestland.
10 Values recreation access and recreation facilities and manaaement to enhance 
this with minimum activity restrictions.
11 Values minina and maintainina access to the landbase for orosoectina and mineral 
development.
12 Values commercial uses of the landbase and oerceives such uses as essential to 
secondary commercial activity.
13 Values the application of advanced technology to management and uses of 
resources in order to improve upon nature.
14 Values aesthetic features of the landbase and their maintenance, including 
landscapes and localized natural attributes.
15 Values historical and cultural features and their maintenance on the landbase.
16* Values motorized recreational activities and the maintenance of access bv 
motorized recreational transportation methods.
17* Values non-motorized recreational activities and access to areas where this use 
predominates.
Source: BVCRB Website, (www.bvcrb.ca)
* These particular perspectives related to those identified in Table 5.2, and have either been altered 
or deleted.
The majority of respondents agree that the use of perspectives leads to adequate 
representation, even though there are perspectives that are missing. Although there are 
disadvantages to the selection process, the majority of respondents indicated that a different 
way of selecting members is not necessary for this community. Support is indicated for the 
representative nature of the BVCRB and the use of perspectives, despite some flaws.
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Current Board members have altered the wording of the perspectives without any formal' 
public input. In comparing Table 5.2 with Table 5.10, it appears as though the wording has 
begun to take on the tone of sector/stakeholder representation. One of the perspectives 
referring to the preservation of natural ecosystems has been deleted (Table 5.2, #3) and two 
have been added (Table 5.10, #16 and #17). They target representation based on motorized 
and non-motorized recreation activities. As well, phrasing such as “Values trapping and the 
management of the land base so as to maintain populations of fur-bearing animals” (Table 
5.10, #5), alters the original phrase of “Favours management of forestland resources to 
maintain populations of animals subject to trapping” (Table 5.2, #6). It is the emphasis 
placed on holding an interest in trapping rather than emphasis on the management of forest 
land to maintain animal populations that shifts the tone towards sector/stakeholder 
representation. This may or may not have implications for the representative nature of future 
Boards.
Part Three -  BVCRB Terms of Reference: Interview Data
Both First and Current BVCRB members, as well as Government Representatives, were 
asked questions regarding the development of a TOR for the Board. The objective was to 
examine whether there were any underlying issues regarding the TOR.
All respondents indicated that a TOR was developed, but disagreed as to whether or not it 
differed from the Hilltop Agreement (Table 5.11). Despite initial answers, those who were 
sure of their answer indicated that the Hilltop Agreement was used as a reference document 
when drafting the TOR. Familiarity with the use of the Hilltop Agreement declines from First 
BVCRB members, to Government Representatives, to Current BVCRB members. The 
monitoring TOR had not been completed at the time of this research, and not all Current 
BVCRB members were involved in drafting this document.
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The same groups were also asked who was involved in drafting the TOR. The BVCRB was 
cited as the main participant, with differing levels of government support Indicated by First 
BVCRB members and Government Representatives. Differences in responses occurred in 
the details, specifically whether or not the Forest Service helped to develop the TOR.
Current BVCRB members did not indicate any interaction with the government regarding the 
development of the TOR.
Table 5.11 -  BVCRB Terms of Reference
BVCRB TOR Different from BVCRB1 Gov. Reps. BVCRB 2/3
Hilltop Agreement
(n=6) (n=3) (n=3)
Yes 50% 0% 0%
No 0% 67% 33%
Other 50% 33% 67%
Who Involved in Developing 
BVCRB TOR
BVCRB1 Gov. Reps. BVCRB 2/3
(n=6) (n=2) (n=3)
BVCRB 83% 100% 67%
With Help From Forest Service 17% 50% 0%
Wanted Autonomy 17% 0% 0%
What is an LRMP? 17% 0% 0%
BVCRB 2/3 -  Modifying 0% 0% 33%
N/A 11% 0% 0%
Part Four -  BVCRB Role in LRMP/Current Role: Interview Data 
Participants in several groups were asked questions regarding their perception of the 
BVCRB’s role in the Bulkley LRMP. Several topics were covered, including awareness of 
their role, the decision making process, how responsibilities were allocated, and the 
influence the Board had during the Bulkley LRMP process.
All BVCRB Facilitators, Community Representatives, and Past Representatives were aware 
of the role that the Board played in the development of the Bulkley LRMP. Those
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respondents who offered additional comments said they were involved in the process, either 
formally or informally.
Both First BVCRB members and Government Representatives involved in the development 
of the Bulkley LRMP were asked what the role of the Board was in drafting the LRMP (Table 
5.12). Current BVCRB members were asked about their present role regarding the Bulkley 
LRMP (Table 5.13). Multiple answers were acceptable for this question, and a range of 
responses were given. The majority of First BVCRB members and Government 
Representatives indicated that the Board drafted the Bulkley LRMP. There are clearly 
differing opinions as to how involved the government was during this process. Community 
consensus was cited as an important aspect of the development of the Bulkley LRMP. 
Current BVCRB members confirmed they are involved in monitoring the Bulkley LRMP, but 
comments indicate differences in the perception of their role. This may be related to the fact 
there is no specific planning or decision making process (such as during the development of 
the Bulkley LRMP) for the current Board.
Table 5.12 -  Drafting Bulklev LRMP
Role In Drafting LRMP Document BVCRB1 
(n=6)
Gov. Reps. 
(n=5)
Developed 67% 80%
With Input from Government 33% 60%
Community Consensus important 17% 40%
BVCRB -  Ideas; IPT -  Technical 0% 40%
IPT Advisory to BVCRB 0% 20%
Without Major Influence from Government 17% 0%
BVCRB Overtaken by/pushed into LRMP Process 17% 0%
Debate over Level of Involvement 17% 0%
BVCRB = Community Values 17% 0%
Advisory 17% 0%
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Table 5.13 -  Monitoring Role
BVCRB Monitoring Role BVCRB 2/3 (n=4)
Monitoring 100%
Judgment of LRMP in Practice 25%
See if LRMP is Working 25%
People want to Change LRMP 25%
Ensure Intent of LRMP Followed 25%
The same interviewee groups were asked which groups or individuals were/are responsible 
for designing the LRMP/decision making process. Again, multiple answers were possible 
with this question, and a variety of responses were given. While all groups of respondents 
had different opinions on who designed the decision making process, this appears 
dependent on the timing and role of the interviewee. First BVCRB members indicated that it 
was a government process and consensus was used. Government Representatives 
identified these factors as well, however, they also cited that the Board had no decision 
making power (Table 5.14). Some of the differences in answers can be attributed to the lack 
of clarity in how the question was posed. The ‘level’ of decision making or design of the 
process being referred to specifically was not outlined. Half of the Current BVCRB members 
indicated that, presently, there is no specific decision making process.
Groups three and four were also asked how responsibilities were/are allocated, how 
decisions were/are made, and who was/is responsible for approving decisions. Multiple 
answers were acceptable for this question, and the nature of the question led to several 
types of responses. In terms of allocation of responsibilities. Government Representatives 
cited more government involvement in the process than did First BVCRB members (Table 
5.14). Current BVCRB members indicated that the Board provides the ideas and is advisory. 
All First BVCRB members and Government Representatives indicated that the Board 
decision making process is consensus. Current BVCRB members felt that they are having
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problems with consensus. The majority of First BVCRB members and Government 
Representatives explained that government review was the process for approving decisions 
during the Bulkley LRMP process.
Table 5.14 -  BVCRB and LRMP Process
Design of Process BVCRB 1 (n=3) Gov. Reps. (n=3)
Government Process 67% 33%
Consensus 17% 33%
BVCRB -  No Decision Making Power 0% 33%
BVCRB Designed Process 0% 33%
Responsibilities Aiiocated BVCRB 1 (n=6) Gov. Reps. (n=2)
BVCRB -  Ideas; IPT -  Technical 17% 50%
BVCRB Drafted 33% 0%
BVCRB Drafted with IPT Input 0% 50%
Government Added ‘Fluff 0% 50%
Sub-Committees Formed 33% 0%
How Decisions Made BVCRB 1 (n=6) Gov. Reps. (n=3)
BVCRB Consensus 100% 100%
BVCRB and IPT Consensus 0% 33%
Community Consensus 0% 33%
Approving Decisions BVCRB 1 (n=3) Gov. Reps. (n=4)
Government Review 100% 75%
Government Said What Could/Could 
Not Be Done
33% 0%
LRMP Generally What BVCRB Sent 33% 0%
All Selection Committee 2/3 members, BVCRB members, and Government 
Representatives, and most BVCRB Facilitators, agreed that the Board had an influence in 
the Bulkley LRMP (Table 5.15). The majority of respondents indicated in additional 
comments that this influence was significant, and that the Board drafted the Bulkley LRMP.
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BVCRB Role Table 5 .15 - BVCRB Influence in Bulklev LRMP
BVCRB Influence In BVCRB Selection BVCRB1 Gov. BVCRB 2/3
Development of Facilitators Committee 2/3 Reps.
LRMP (n=4) (n=4) (n=G) (n=5) (n=4)
Somewhat Agree 25% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agree 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Ail Interviewees, with the exception of Past Representatives and Current BVCRB members, 
were asked whether or not they are familiar with the current role of the Board. The 
responses Indicate differing levels of familiarity within the various groups, except that all 
Government Representatives are aware of the current role (Table 5.16). This may Indicate 
continuing awareness/interaction with the Board for Government Representatives, and 
demonstrates a declining awareness In other Interviewee groups when compared to during 
the Bulkley LRMP process.
Table 5 .16 - Familiar With Role of Current BVCRB
Familiar With BVCRB Selection BVCRB 1 Gov. Reps. Community
Role of Current Facilitators Committee Reps.
BVCRB (n=4) 2/3 (n=4) (n=6) (n=6) (n=8)
Yes 50% 50% 50% 100% 75%
No 50% 25% 33% 0% 25%
Other 0% 25% 17% 0% 0%
Part Five -  Participant Interaction: Interview Data
Questions regarding both Internal and external Interaction of all BVCRB members and 
Government Representatives, as well as Past Representatives, were asked of First and 
Current BVCRB members, Government Representatives, and Past Representatives. The 
objective of these questions was to examine whether there were any feelings of mistrust.
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Groups three, four, and six were asked about the internal interaction of government 
representatives, BVCRB members or public representatives, and the interaction between 
the two groups as it applied to the interviewee's role. Multiple answers were acceptable 
(Table 5.17). Government Representatives indicated that there was not a lot of interaction 
among the representatives. The First BVCRB members indicated that the government had 
meetings; Current BVCRB members feel as though government representatives come to 
them when it is necessary. According to Past Representatives, government representatives 
made presentations to the Forest Advisory Committee. The difference between First BVCRB 
members citing a government liaison and Current BVCRB members citing that government 
comes to them when necessary seems to indicate a change in role, perhaps due to the 
change in government policy surrounding planning and decision making or the nature of the 
Bulkley LRMP monitoring stage. This could also be contributed to a change in attitude 
towards the Board, the implications of which are unclear.
Table 5 .17- Government Representative Interaction
Government Rep. Interaction BVCRB 1 
(n=5)
Gov. Reps.
(n=5)
BVCRB 
2/3 (n=2)
Past Reps. 
(n=1)
Not A Lot of Interaction 0% 60% 0% 0%
Government Liaison Was Key 20% 20% 0% 0%
Resentment Towards BVCRB 20% 20% 0% 0%
Government Representatives Had 
Meetings
40% 0% 0% 0%
Government Not Key Players 20% 0% 0% 0%
Agency Representatives Live Here 0% 20% 0% 0%
Differences 20% 0% 0% 0%
Come to BVCRB When Necessary 0% 0% 50% 0%
Presentations to Forest Advisory 
Committee
0% 0% 0% 100%
Other 0% 0% 50% 0%
The same groups were asked what the interaction was/is between BVCRB members or Past 
Representatives. Multiple answers to this question were acceptable (Table 5.18). First 
BVCRB members (80%) indicated that there were differences among members, and 60%
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said that they were respectful of each other; 20% indicated that communication was 
important, that they were able to find common ground, and that consensus drove them. All 
indicated that the atmosphere was generally cooperative, despite the initial adversity, and 
the comment was made again that consensus drove them. Current BVCRB members cited 
the fact that some members are more vocal than others. The majority of responses indicate 
that the atmosphere within the Board was/is cooperative despite conflicts among individual 
members. Past Representatives indicated that they were respectful of each other despite 
some differences.
Table 5.18 -  BVCRB Member/Past Representatives Interaction
BVCRB/Past Rep. Interaction BVCRB 1 (n=5)
Gov. Reps. 
(n=4)
BVCRB 
2/3 (n=4)
Past Reps. 
(n=1)
Respectful 60% 25% 0% 100%
Differences 80% 0% 0% 100%
Some More Vocal Than Others 0% 0% 75% 0%
Have to Respect LRMP and 
Past BVCRB
0% 0% 25% 0%
Commitment 0% 25% 0% 0%
Long Process 0% 25% 0% 0%
Consensus Drove Them 20% 0% 0% 0%
Communication Important 20% 0% 0% 0%
Could Find Common Ground 20% 0% 0% 0%
No Difference Between Voting 
and Consensus
0% 0% 0% 100%
Other 0% 50% 0% 0%
When asked what the interaction was between government representatives and BVCRB 
members or past representatives, multiple answers were again possible (Table 5.19). 
According to First BVCRB members, the government liaison was a key component of the 
Bulkley LRMP process. More diverse answers are given by Government Representatives 
and Current BVCRB members. Government Representatives indicated a good, respectful 
relationship with the Board. Current BVCRB members each identified a different answer, 
stating: 1) they have a good relationship, 2) people on the Board are in (employed by)
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government, 3) there is not much interaction, and 4) the Board is doing the government’s 
work for them. Past Representatives indicated that they were reminded they were advisory. 
There is no indication of divisive or strong conflicts between government representatives 
and Board members, either during the Bulkley LRMP process or now.
Table 5.19 -  Government and BVCRB Member/Past Representatives Interaction
Government and BVCRB
Member/Past Reps. Interaction
BVCRB1
(n=5)
Gov. Reps. 
(n=5)
BVCRB 2/3 
(n=4)
Past Reps.
(n=1)
Good Relationship 40% 40% 25% 100%
Respectful 0% 20% 0% 100%
Government Liaison Was Key 80% 0% 0% 0%
Varied With the Person (Gov. Rep.) 60% 0% 0% 0%
People on BVCRB 2/3 in 
Government
0% 0% 25% 0%
Not Much Interaction 0% 0% 25% 0%
Doing the Government’s Work for 
Them
0% 0% 25% 0%
FAC Reminded That They Were 
Advisory
0% 0% 0% 100%
Had to Push As Liaison 0% 20% 0% 0%
IPT/BVCRB Discussion to 
Compromise
0% 20% 0% 0%
IPT Provided Information 0% 20% 0% 0%
Part Six -  Communication: Interview Data
First BVCRB members and Government Representatives involved in the development of the 
Bulkley LRMP, and Current BVCRB members, were asked whether or not a communication 
strategy was developed for disseminating or garnering information from the public. All of 
these groups were asked if the communication strategy was followed and whether it was 
effective. The remaining interviewee groups were asked whether the public had input into 
the Bulkley LRMP.
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Communication Strategy
All First and Current BVCRB members, and Government Representatives interviewed were 
asked if a communication strategy had been developed, if this strategy was/is being 
followed, and if the communication strategy was/is effective (Table 5.20). The majority of 
First BVCRB members and Government Representatives indicated that a communication 
strategy was developed, followed, and effective during the Bulkley LRMP process. First 
BVCRB members indicated that the District Forest Service took over communications later 
in the process.
Table 5.20 -  Communication Strategy
Strategy Developed BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov. Reps.
(n=6)
BVCRB 2/3
(n=4)
Yes 100% 67% 50%
No 0% 33% 25%
Other 0% 0% 25%
Strategy Followed BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov. Reps. 
(n=3)
BVCRB 2/3 
(n=2)
Yes 100% 100% 0%
N/A 0% 0% 100%
Strategy Effective BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov. Reps.
(n=4)
BVCRB 2/3
(n=4)
Yes 50% 100% 0%
Other 50% 0% 25%
N/A 0% 0% 75%
Different reasons for effectiveness were cited. Half of First BVCRB members said that the 
communication strategy was effective; some respondents believed that the strategy did not 
reach all of the public. Others felt that it was adequate, although communicating with the 
public was not easy. The strategy was effective because of the Board members, because of 
awareness, and succeeded in reducing community conflict. Some respondents indicated 
that the strategy was outlined in the TOR, while others did not identify the TOR. The public 
was communicated with at certain stages of the process. This was effective because of
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Board members and holding meetings within communities and not with stakeholders.
Current BVCRB members indicated that they are working on a communication strategy that 
has not yet been implemented.
The same groups were also asked how they communicate(d) with the public. A wide range 
of communication methods were identified and respondents could have multiple responses 
(Table 5.21). Open houses and public meetings are the two main methods of 
communication cited by Government Representatives and First BVCRB members. Current 
BVCRB members interviewed indicated that they are using a website as their main form of 
communication. The BVCRB website has been in operation for approximately one year. One 
respondent indicated that having information available at the Smithers Public Library was a 
possible form of communication. The difference between past and current Board 
communication is that open houses and public meetings bring the information to the public, 
while currently the onus is on the public to access the information on the Board’s website. It 
is unclear whether or not the current Board is actively promoting this website.
Table 5.21 -  Communication Methods
Communication Methods/Types BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov. Reps.
(n=5)
BVCRB 2/3
(n=4)
Public Meetings 67% 20% 0%
Open Houses 100% 60% 0%
Newspaper 33% 40% 0%
Newsletters 0% 20% 0%
Questionnaires 33% 20% 0%
Scenarios 33% 20% 0%
Open Forum 0% 20% 0%
Website 0% 0% 100%
Open Meetings 0% 0% 25%
Section in the Library 0% 0% 25%
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Public Communication - LRMP
Community Representatives and Past Representatives were asked whether the public was 
communicated with regarding the Bulkley LRMP. The majority agree that the public was 
communicated with, although there is some disagreement among Community 
Representatives (Table 5.22). The two main methods of communication cited are open 
houses and public meetings, reflecting the previous answers indicated by Government 
Representatives and First BVCRB members.
Table 5.22 -  Public Communication and Input
Public Communicated With 
Regarding LRMP
Community Reps.
(n=8)
Past Reps. 
(n=1)
Disagree 12% 0%
Neutral 12% 0%
Agree 75% 100%
Pubiic Input into LRMP Community Reps.
(n=8)
Past Reps.
(n=1)
Somewhat Agree 25% 0%
Agree 75% 100%
Groups five and six were also asked whether or not they felt the public had input into the 
Bulkley LRMP. The majority of respondents agree that the public had input, citing 
opportunities were made for input through presentations and particular BVCRB members. 
Some felt that these opportunities came late in the Bulkley LRMP process.
Part Seven -  Community Accountability: Interview Data
All interviewees from groups one to four were asked whether or not they agreed that the 
BVCRB is accountable to the public. This question was asked to examine whether the 
Board was perceived to be accountable even though it does not hold any formal decision 
making power. This question was divided between accountability outside and within the 
Bulkley LRMP process. Some respondents made this distinction while others did not, and
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the answers have been recorded accordingly. The answers, distinction or not, are similar 
(Table 5.23).
When the distinctions are made, there are differences in agreement within groups, except 
for First BVCRB members, as to whether the Board is accountable to the public. In terms of 
accountability outside the Bulkley LRMP process, the majority of respondents, not Board 
members, have disagreed based on the Board’s vulnerability to issues of accountability. 
This response is also reflected regarding accountability within the Bulkley LRMP process. 
Those who agree the Board is accountable to the public cite that this occurs informally with 
the public, and because of support from the public.
Table 5.23 -  BVCRB Accountable to the Public
BVCRB Accountable 
Outside LRMP Process
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=3)
Selection 
Committee 2/3 
(n=2)
BVCRB1
(n=2)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=2)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=0)
Disagree 33% 50% 0% 50% 0%
Somewhat Agree 33% 0% 0% 50% 0%
Agree 33% 50% 100% 0% 0%
BVCRB Accountable 
Within LRMP Process
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=3)
Selection 
Committee 2/3 
(n=2)
BVCRB1
(n=2)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=2)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=0)
Disagree 67% 50% 0% 50% 0%
Agree 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
N/A 33% 50% 100% 50% 0%
BVCRB Accountable to 
Public In General
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=1)
Selection 
Committee 2/3
(n=2)
BVCRB1
(n=4)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=4)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=4)
Disagree 100% 0% 0% 25% 25%
Neutral 0% 0% 0% 0% 25%
Agree 0% 100% 100% 75% 50%
The remaining respondents were asked whether or not they agree that the BVCRB is 
accountable to the public in general. While there are divisions, most respondents agree that
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the Board is accountable to the public. All of the remaining BVCRB Facilitators disagreed 
that the Board is accountable to the public, citing that the Board is advisory and not 
accountable because it does not have any authority. All remaining First BVCRB members 
agreed that the Board is accountable to the public. The most significant aspect of the 
answers was how the interviewees perceive ‘accountable’. Reasons given are that the 
Board is accountable informally with the public, because of public support, and that it is a 
different type of accountability. Concerns with the accountability of the current Board were 
also noted. Answers between the groups that made the accountability distinction 
outside/within the Bulkley LRMP process, and those that did not, are similar. Both cite the 
role of the public as important to the accountability of the Board.
Part Eight -  Current Perception and Future Role of BVCRB: Interview Data 
Table 5.24 -  Perception of BVCRB Todav
Perception of BVCRB 
Today
BVCRB
Facilitators
(n=4)
Selection 
Committee 
2/3 (n=4)
BVCRB1
(n=6)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=6)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=4)
Past
Reps.
(n=1)
Positive 25% 25% 50% 67% 25% 0%
Concerns 25% 75% 33% 33% 0% 0%
Concerns with BVCRB 
Public Profile
25% 25% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Concerns with current 
Provincial Political 
Climate
25% 0% 17% 33% 50% 100%
Concerns with BVCRB 
Representation
0% 0% 0% 17% 25% 0%
Hard to Compare the 
Different BVCRBs
0% 0% 0% 17% 25% 0%
Unsure 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0%
Interviewees in all groups, except for Community Representatives, were asked for their 
perception of the BVCRB today. Multiple answers to the question were acceptable and a 
range of responses occur (Table 5.24). While there is a generally positive perception, there 
are also concerns. The specific concerns centre on the provincial political climate
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surrounding resource management planning and decision making due to a change in 
government, and the public profile of the Board. Concerns are not dependent on the 
respondent’s role in the Board and/or the Bulkley LRMP. Only the majority of Government 
Representatives have a decidedly positive perception of the Board today.
All interviewees were asked whether they felt there is a potential role for the BVCRB in 
future resource management decision making processes (Table 5.25). Again, a majority of 
respondents had a positive response, but that does not exclude concerns regarding the 
future of the Board. Additional comments are cautionary and vary depending on the role of 
the interviewee with the Board and/or Bulkley LRMP process. The most often cited reason 
for the caution is the provincial political climate.
Table 5.25 -  Potential For BVCRB Role in Future Processes
1 Potential for 
Role in Future 
Processes
BVCRB
Faciiitators
(n=4)
Seiection 
Committee 
2/3 (n=4)
BVCRB
1
(n=6)
Gov.
Reps.
(n=6)
BVCRB
2/3
(n=4)
Community
Reps.
(n=8)
Past
Reps.
(n=1)
Yes/Positive 75% 75% 50% 83% 75% 50% 0%
No/Negative 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 14% 100%
Other 25% 25% 33% 17% 25% 36% 0%
5.2 Content Analysis: Process Minutes and Documents
BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP Planning Phases
During the content analysis process several themes became prominent and were coded into 
categories accordingly (see Chapter Four). Some of these categories link directly to the 
types of questions in the interview questionnaires and subsequent analysis (see Glossary 
B). The information from content analysis is displayed in three separate planning phases to 
account for the changes in the role of the BVCRB and evolving government policies. The
three phases and eight stages are itemized in Table 5.26. The first phase is the Pre-LRMP
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Phase, encompassing documents (4) and minutes (27) regarding the establishment of the 
BVCRB planning prior to the Bulkley LRMP. The LRMP Phase begins in April 1993 when 
provincial government policy changed regarding land use planning, and continues until the 
Bulkley LRMP was approved and finalized in March of 1998.
Table 5.26 - Content Analysis Planning Phases
PHASE - 3 STAGE - 8 DOCUMENTS-11 MINUTES - 87
Pre -  LRMP: 
12/Jul/91 to 
22/Mar/93
Resource 
Management Plan 
(RM P)
- Discussion Paper (12/Jul/91)
- Hilltop Agreement (11/Oct/91)
04/Dec/91 and 
09/Dec/91 (2)
Forest Land 
Management Plan 
(FLMP)
- Draft Terms of Reference 
(TOR) (Jan/92)
- FLMP TOR (14/0ct/92)
09/Jan/91to 
22/Mar/93 (25)
LRMP: 
26/Apr/93 to 
Mar/98
LRMP -  General Not available. 26/Apr/93to 
aO/Nov/93 (10)
Options/Scenarios - LRMP TOR (27/Oct/94)
- Information Pamphlet (Jan/95)
- Public Comment Summary 
(Mar/95)
10/Jan/94 to 
27/Feb/95(22)
Consensus Process Not available. 3/Mar/95 to 
6/Mar/95 (14) 
* BVCRB
Consensus
Management
Direction
- BVCRB and IPT Consensus 
Management Direction 
(May/96)
- Information Pamphlet (Jun/96)
Not available -  
incomplete (0)
Bulkley LRMP - Bulkley Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Mar/98)
Not available -  
incomplete (0)
P o s t-  
LRMP: 1999 
to present
(data to 
02/Apr/02)
Monitoring and 
Implementation
- Draft TOR (12/Mar/02) 12/Oct/O2to 
02/Apr/02 (15)
The LRMP Phase has been broken down into sub-components, dependent on the planning
stage of the Bulkley LRMP and BVCRB. The first stage. General, encompasses minutes
dating from the change to LRMPs until the Board began to develop a clearer planning
direction. The Options/Scenarios stage is the point at which the Board split into sub-groups
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to begin planning for the Bulkley TSA. The documents include an information pamphlet for 
the public open house and public meeting and a summary of public comments from 
questionnaires gathered at these events. The Consensus Process stage contains only 
minutes from the meetings of the Board leading up to a consensus decision in May of 1995. 
The Consensus Management Direction (CMD) stage includes two documents developed 
during the Board and IPT technical consultation after the Board reached consensus. The 
documents are the detailed CMD and an information pamphlet developed for public open 
houses and public meetings at this stage. The final stage includes the approved Bulkley 
LRMP after it has been through all government channels. This was published in March of 
1998^. The third and final phase, from October 2000 to April 2002, is labelled the Post- 
LRMP Phase, and includes minutes and a draft TOR detailing any monitoring 
responsibilities or other involvement of the Board.
Tables have been constructed in each category of analysis and display frequency 
information. For example, if the Key Idea of Special Management Zones occurs in the 
LRMP Phase of the minutes, the number of times it occurs is indicated in the table. The 
number of minutes in the LRMP Phase is indicated underneath the heading “LRMP 
Minutes”. This shows the frequency with which references to Special Management Zones 
appear in a certain portion of minutes. Documents are tabulated in the same manner.
Part One - Community Representation: Content Analysis
The category and idea of community representation is prominent in all of the planning 
phases. Concerns regarding community representation flow throughout the establishment 
of the BVCRB and the development of the Bulkley LRMP, and have been divided into 
general references, references to government, public, values of the community, and
Gaps occurring in the minutes and documents have been addressed in the Chapter Four.
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perspectives of the community (Table 5.27). The attendance records of members have been 
followed and tabulated throughout the available minutes (Table 5.28).
In the Pre-LRMP Phase, references to community representation cluster near the first 
stages because of the nature of the documents and the selection process. In the LRMP 
Phase, community representation is generally spread out and occurs most often in minutes, 
with most references to values. The links between community representation and direct 
references to the public occur most within the Consensus Process stage. The Post-LRMP 
Phase sees the most frequent reference to community representation which is generally 
spread out among the minutes, with the exception of November 13, 2001 (see below).
The frequency and occurrence of community representation in each phase is affected by 
some specific events. These include the statement of values given by the nominees during 
the selection process on December 4,1991 in the Pre-LRMP Phase, the BVCRB members 
at the beginning of the Consensus Process on March 3,1995, and by Board members and 
nominees at the November 13, 2001 selection process. A majority of interviewees agreed 
that the Board is representative of the public through particular Board members. This 
representation links directly to the selection process and perspectives (values) of certain 
Board individuals and, therefore, to aspects of community organization.
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Table 5.27 -  Community Representation: All Phases
Planning
Phase
Community
Representation
General Values
of
Community
Perspectives
of
Community
Direct
References
haPubHc
Pre-LRMP
Minutes
(n=27)
14 2 10 1 1
Pre-LRMP
Documents
(n=4)
20 13 6 5 1
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 31 7 22 1 7
LRMP
Documents
(n=5)
6 3 0 3 0
Post-LRMP
Minutes
(n=16)
24 15 12 7 0
Post-LRMP
Documents
(n=1)
3 3 0 3 0
Table 5.28 -  Attendance: All Phases and LRMP Phase
BVCRB Member Attendance 
(n = 12) Less than 50% Less than 75% Mora than 75%
Pre-LRMP Phase 0 3 9
LRMP Phase 2 5 7
Post-LRMP Phase 3 5 7
General 6 8 4
Options/Scenarios 1 6 6
Consensus Process 1 2 10
Attendance
When attendance records are traced, representation by certain BVCRB members in all 
planning phases is uneven. Overall, most of the Board members attended more than 
seventy-five percent of the meetings (from minutes available). Seven of twelve Board 
members attended more than 75% of the meetings during the LRMP and Post-LRMP
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Phases. Attendance of First BVCRB members was low during the General and 
Options/Scenarios stages of the LRMP Phase, however, attendance improved during the 
Consensus Process.
Part Two - BVCRB Terms of Reference: Content Analysis
The development of the TOR for the BVCRB was cited as an important process for the 
Board. Based upon the Hilltop Agreement (1991) and the BVCRB Discussion Paper (1991), 
the TOR established the roles and responsibilities for both the Board and the government.
Table 5.29 -  BVCRB TOR: All Phases
Planning Phase Terms of 
Reference
General Development
(ÜTOR
Interface 
with IPT/
Gov.
Other
Planning
Process
Monitoring I
Pre-LRMP 
Minutes (n=27) 28 3 24 6 1 0
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 15 3 10 7 5 2
Post-LRMP 
Minutes (n=16) 4 0 4 0 0 0
References to the TOR are most significant in the Pre-LRMP Phase, due to the 
development of the FLMP TOR during that phase (Table 5.29). There is some mention of 
how the BVCRB would interface with the IPT and/or government in general (ie: how 
information would be shared and clarified, and the roles and responsibilities regarding the 
development of the Bulkley LRMP). There is also mention of the TOR during the LRMP 
Phase, in conjunction with its development, the interface with the IPT, and other planning 
processes. This is due to the change to LRMPs, the change in mandate of government in 
this type of planning, the introduction of the Protected Areas Strategy and Forest Practices 
Code, and the timing of the Timber Supply Review and Allowable Annual Cut determination. 
Most of this discussion occurs within the Options/Scenarios and Consensus Process stages.
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In the Post-LRMP Phase, the TOR is mentioned later in the minutes when it is being re­
drafted in the context of monitoring.
Throughout the initial BVCRB Discussion Paper (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991), the 
Hilltop Agreement (1991, October) ,and the more detailed TOR developed for the Bulkley 
LRMP (BVCRB, 1994), the overall purpose and role for the Board and government is 
essentially the same, even through government mandate and policy change. The Board is to 
represent the values of the community (through resource value perspectives), and the 
government (IPT) is to provide the technical knowledge and assistance (BVCRB, 1994).
The draft monitoring TOR for the current BVCRB (BVCRB, 2002c) uses sections from the 
other documents, incorporates rules of operation, and discusses the desired selection 
process at length. Wording from the FLMP and LRMP TOR, describing the Board as “the 
vehicle for representing the value perspectives of the community” (BVCRB, 1992, pp.2) has 
been changed to the Board as “the vehicle for public input on issues” (BVCRB, 2002c, pp.2). 
This, combined with a change in the wording of the perspectives (Table 5.10), seems to 
indicate a separation from the initial community organization for the Board.
Part Three - BVCRB Role: Content Analysis
References to the BVCRB’s role are prominent in all phases of the planning process. This 
indicates the importance of the role, and perhaps that it continually needed confirmation or 
adjustment. The discussion of how the Board and IPT would interface occurs but is not 
significant. The most frequent mention of the Board’s role occurs in the Post-LRMP Phase. 
This correlates with the nature of the phase and links to the transition to monitoring and 
other planning processes.
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There are several planning processes being undertaken or referred to by the Current 
BVCRB, including monitoring duties (Table 5.30). Monitoring is referred to in all of the 
available minutes. Most frequently mentioned among the other planning processes are: the 
Code (Results Based Code) Pilot Project, the Recreation Access Management Plan 
(RAMP), the Babine Park (in part monitoring duties). Agricultural Leases, and Circle Routes.
Table 5.30 -  Monitoring: All Phases
Planning Phase Code
Pilot
Project
Circle
Routes
Recreation
Access
Management
Pian
Babine
Park
Monitoring Agricultural
Lease
Post-LRMP 
Minutes (n=16) 8 4 8 6 16 6
Post-LRMP 
Documents (n=1) 1 0 0 0 1 0
References to the Code Pilot Project began in January of 2001 with a presentation of the 
impending changes to the Forest Practices Code (now referred to as the Results Based 
Code) and an outline of the opportunities for BVCRB involvement. The Board indicated that 
they were ‘ok’ with the streamlining that was to occur, as well as the Stewardship Plan. The 
importance of the Board as part of the public consultation process was noted during a 
presentation by the Ministry of Forests. The role of the Board in this matter is unclear as it 
was decided that a small select group of Board members would meet with the Ministry of 
Forests to discuss the details and there are no minutes available®.
In terms of the RAMP, it is mentioned in half of the minutes and is a long standing 
unresolved issue within the BFD. References to this process occur often in the newspaper 
coverage. Some interviewees indicated that they felt the RAMP is the ‘missing link’ in the
® No member of the BVCRB represented the Board directly in the public hearing on the Results 
Based Code, although a member gave a presentation representing a group in a different capacity. A 
written submission was made by the Board.
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Bulkley LRMP. In the Post-LRMP minutes, the RAMP is presented as though community 
buy-in and resolution of user conflicts will not easily be achieved.
The Agriculture Lease issue is raised due to a discrepancy in how the details of Integrated 
Resource Management Units are being implemented through the Bulkley LRMP. The 
dispute is about where Agricultural Leases can be awarded, and the apparent restrictions 
that the responsible government ministry is placing on these leases. It appears that this 
could be due to the re-organization of the provincial ministries that occurred in 2001.
The Babine Park issue could also be considered as a monitoring responsibility. However, it 
appears on its own in conjunction with setting parameters for discussion with BC Parks on 
issues of access. In particular, changing access to the Babine weir and the difficulties this 
poses for boat access are raised.
The issue of Circle Routes also appears in the “Key Ideas” section of this chapter. The 
Nichyeskwa Connector (adjacent to the Morice District) was approved by the Bulkley Forest 
District Manager, despite public and BVCRB concerns. The current Board later examined 
the rationale for the decision and decided in favour of the connector. This connector 
provides access to small business wood. Fort Babine First Nations opposed the connector 
and do not feel that they were consulted (BVCRB, 2002b, pp.2).
It is clear that monitoring is happening, however, the BVCRB is also being dominated by a 
number of different processes. Six of these processes are noted above. During the 
interviews. Current BVCRB members indicated a difference in opinion regarding the 
specifics of their role. All indicated that they were involved in monitoring, but some indicated
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that the Board is advisory and provides ideas. There is a change in role for the Board, and, it 
appears, a change in the perception of that role by Board members.
Part Four - Government Role: Content Analysis
This category examines references to the responsibilities, purpose, and mandate of the 
government throughout the process documents and minutes. Government is divided into 
three categories: government in general, the IPT and the lAMC, both of which are groups of 
government ministry representatives.
In the Pre-LRMP and LRMP Phases, references to government and IPT are spread 
throughout the planning phases. They are somewhat linked with a discussion/delineation of 
how the BVCRB and IPT/government will interface. In the LRMP Phase, there is also a link 
to discussion of the TOR which was being re-negotiated due to the switch to LRMPs. The 
interface between government and the current Board and its monitoring role occurs as well. 
This could indicate a recent concern over the role of government, or the need for clarification 
of that role. The increase in references to the current government’s role could indicate an 
increase in the role of government, and may indicate a shift in the Board’s role.
Part Five -  Consensus: Content Anaiysis
Consensus is the decision making style for the BVCRB and the Bulkley LRMP process. 
Requirements for consensus are outlined in the TOR and referred to in the process 
documents (Table 5.31). These criteria, outlined in the Pre-LRMP and LRMP Phases, was 
used throughout the Bulkley LRMP process. It occurs most during the LRMP Phase due to 
the Options/Scenarios and Consensus Process stages (Table 5.32). There is some link 
between consensus and the TOR because of its re-negotiation after the change in planning 
policy, and discussion of the role of the Board and IPT. There is also a connection
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between consensus and other planning processes because of decisions regarding the 
Bulkley LRMP, Timber Supply Review, and Allowable Annual Cut determination. This 
reflects the interview responses about how decisions were reached.
Table 5.31 -  Consensus: All Phases
Planning Phase Consensus
General
Terms of 
Reference
Planning
Process
other
Pianning
Process
Seiection
Process
(13-nov-01)
Pre-LRMP Minutes 
(n=27) 2 1 1 0 0
Pre-LRMP Documents 
(n=4) 2 0 0 0 0
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 18 3 15 4 0
LRMP Documents 
(n=5) 4 0 1 1 0
Post-LRMP Minutes 
(n=16) 5 0 0 0 5
Post-LRMP Documents 
(n=1) 2 0 0 0 0
Table 5.32 -  Consensus: LRMP Phase
LRMP Phase Consensus
Générai
Terms of
Reference
Planning
Process
Other Pianning 
Process
General Minutes 
(n=10) 3 3 3 0
Scenarios Minutes 
(n=22) 8 2 6 3
Scenarios 
Documents (n=2) 2 0 1 1
Consensus Minutes 
(n=14) 7 0 7 0
LRMP Document 
(n=1) 2 0 0 0
in the Post-LRMP Phase, consensus is only referred to in the selection process that 
occurred on November 13, 2001, and then as part of the goal/operation of the BVCRB. The 
‘official’ minutes posted on the Board’s website do not contain any references to consensus, 
including those dating November 13, 2001. The minutes indicating references to consensus
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were taken personally while attending the November, 2001 selection process. During this 
process, those who referred to consensus were not current Board members, but individuals 
that had been involved with the Board in the past. This could be due to the nature of the 
minutes being taken, or the nature of the current Board. This may indicate that the Board is 
making decisions in a different manner, or does not have to make any decisions. The 
interviews indicated that consensus objectives were followed, and this is important in order 
for the Board to have influence in decision making. If references to and use of consensus is 
declining, this may have implications for the legitimacy of the Board.
Part Six -  Communication: Content Anaiysis
The category of communication refers to deliberations and summaries of how to 
communicate with the public (ie: the need to communicate with the public and how 
information was disseminated). This does not refer to how the public communicated back to 
the BVCRB; that is covered under “Public Participation”.
References to all aspects of communication with the public are significant in all phases of 
planning (Table 5.33). Public meetings and open houses are cited the most as the means of 
communicating with the public in the Pre-LRMP and LRMP Phases. These references 
reflect the newspaper coverage and responses from interviewees. Communication was also 
discussed in the Consensus Process stage, referring to how to present the information and 
decisions to the public. In the Post-LRMP Phase, there is a sharp increase in the references 
to communication, although specific methods are not frequently noted. This increase in the 
Post-LRMP Phase is unsubstantiated in the news coverage and could indicate conversation 
around the need for public participation, as well as communication on an individual basis. 
The types of communication referred to are the Board’s website and newspaper coverage.
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These are more passive types of communication than those used during the development of 
the Bulkley LRMP.
Table 5.33 -  Communication Methods: All Phases
Planning Phase Communication News­
paper
Open
House
Public
Meeting
Website
Pre-LRMP Minutes 
(n=27) 20 4 0 8 0
Pre-LRMP Documents 
(n=4) 1 0 0 0 0
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 26 6 8 11 0
LRMP Documents 
(n=5) 4 0 2 3 0
Post-LRMP Minutes 
(n=16) 15 3 0 0 4
Post-LRMP Documents 
(n=1) 2 1 0 0 1
Part Seven - Public Participation: Content Analysis
References to public participation and input into the BVCRB and/or Bulkley LRMP are 
defined as information coming into the Board, and mention of the need for public 
participation (ie: the need to have input through an open house at a certain stage of the 
process). Information being disseminated from the Board is covered under the category of 
“Communication”.
Public participation in general is mentioned in all three phases of planning, although more 
frequently in the LRMP and Post-LRMP Phases (Table 5.34). In the Pre-LRMP Phase,
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Technical Working Groups® (TWO) are established. These groups gathered and processed 
information, and gave input, for specific topics and issues (biodiversity, forest practices). 
Membership on these groups combined BVCRB members and government and public 
representatives.
Table 5.34 -  Public Participation Methods: All Phases
Planning Phase Public
Participation
Open
House
Public
Meeting
Questionnaire TWG*
Pre-LRMP Minutes 
(n=27) 9 0 1 0 14
Pre-LRMP Documents 
(n=4) 3 0 0 0 2
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 19 1 2 4 8
LRMP Documents 
(n=5) 25 1 3 10 5
Post-LRMP Minutes 
(n=16) 27 0 1 0 4
Post-LRMP Documents
Xn=1)_
3 0 0 0 1
In the LRMP Phase, questionnaires are the most frequently cited types of public 
participation, along with TWGs. With the exception of the Bulkley LRMP document, TWGs 
are mentioned in every stage of the LRMP Phase (Table 5.35). Their frequency declines in 
every stage, possibly indicating that the information from TWGs was not used often in the 
Consensus Process. Questionnaires are mentioned during the Options/Scenarios and 
Consensus Process stages, and in the Bulkley LRMP. Public meetings are mentioned in the 
General LRMP stage and again in the Bulkley LRMP.
® References to TWGs have been coded separately from Public Participation, even though they are 
considered a form of public participation during the Bulkley LRMP process. Their frequency appears 
in the same tables as Public Participation.
102
References to public participation coincide with the communication efforts by the BVCRB. 
There is also some mention of public participation regarding other planning processes, due, 
in part, to the desire to have participation in the Timber Supply Review. Some requests were 
made in the minutes and Options/Scenarios documents for more and better information for 
the public. Inquiries were also made about what the Board would do with the information. In 
the Post-LRMP Phase, public participation is mentioned frequently, although not in 
reference to a particular method of participation. Most of these references are linked to other 
planning processes, rather than the Bulkley LRMP monitoring process^".
Table 5.35 -  Public Participation Methods: LRMP Phase
LRMP Phase Public
Participation
Open
House
Pubiic
Meeting
Questionnaire TWG*
General Minutes 
(n=10) 5 0 2 0 5
Scenarios Minutes 
(n=22) 7 1 0 2 2
Scenarios Documents 
(n=2) 14 0 1 8 1
Consensus Minutes 
(n=14) 7 0 0 2 2
CMD Documents 
(n=2) 3 1 1 1 3
LRMP Document 
(n=1) 6 1 1 1 0
References to how the BVCRB incorporated input from the general public are low in all 
planning phases, indicating that perhaps the information was not incorporated into the 
process. This may be due to the way the minutes were written or the nature of the process. 
Much of the work was done in sub-groups and/or TWGs, for which minutes may not have 
been taken or are unavailable.
10 Part of the BVCRB’s monitoring role as stated in the Bulkley LRMP is to hold a public meeting and 
report to the community about the annual monitoring report (BVCRB and IPT, 1998). There is no 
indication that this has been done. Perhaps the monitoring report has not been released to the public.
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Another explanation for limited mention of input from the general public to the BVCRB is that 
the information was not used, as the references to questionnaires and TWGs in the 
Options/Scenarios and Consensus Process stages are minimal. When asked, interviewees 
indicated that the public did have input into the Bulkley LRMP, citing participation by 
particular BVCRB members or involvement of a group member. Perhaps, then, the other 
types of participation such as open houses and public meetings were not as important as 
Board involvement during the development of the Bulkley LRMP. An increase in the Post- 
LRMP Phase could indicate that there is a need for methods of public participation other 
than the Board. This could be due to the nature of the monitoring process or the stage of 
development of the Board.
Part Eight -  First Nations Participation: Content Analysis
Participation and representation of First Nations perspectives by the BVCRB, and during the 
Bulkley LRMP, was subject to political obstacles and the provincial decision making climate 
at the time. The relationship of First Nations in the area with the provincial government 
regarding land claims and issues before the courts, in part, prevented direct and significant 
participation by First Nations. Decisions by the judiciary, accords signed, and provincial 
treaty negotiations policy now govern the relationship of First Nations in British Columbia to 
planning processes such as the Bulkley LRMP (BVCRB and IPT, 1998).
References to First Nations participation deciined throughout the three planning phases 
(Table 5.36), due, in part, to changing provincial policy regarding their participation in formal 
planning processes. The continued efforts from the BVCRB for First Nations involvement 
also began to wane. Communication efforts and the land claims and negotiation events 
pertaining to them are itemized in the Bulkley LRMP. This includes the decisions made 
affecting First Nations consultation and future planning processes.
104
In the Pre-LRMP Phase, references to First Nations participation occurred in conjunction 
with the BVCRB’s role and efforts. References followed this trend in the LRMP Phase, 
except in documents, which saw an increased reference to the government’s role and 
efforts. In the Post-LRMP Phase minutes, there is one reference to First Nations 
participation regarding their opposition to the Nichyeskwa Connector and feelings of not 
being consulted (BVCRB, 2002b, pp.2). During the facilitated Consensus Process, the 
Board was approached by certain First Nations individuals who expressed interest in having 
input into the process. They explained that they were in the process of becoming organized 
and did not have the resources to participate at that time (BVCRB, 1995).
Table 5.36 -  First Nations Participation: All Phases
Planning Phase First
Nations
BVCRB
References
Government
References
Pre-LRMP Minutes 
(n=27) 5 4 1
Pre-LRMP Documents
(n=4) 2 2 0
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 8 6 2
LRMP Documents 
(n=5) 8 5 6
Post-LRMP Minutes
(n=16) 1 1 1
Post-LRMP Documents 
(n=1) 0 0 0
Indications of a lack of formal participation in process documents and minutes reflect the 
answers given regarding First Nations representation in the interview data. Participants 
indicated that First Nations perspectives were not represented during the Bulkley LRMP 
process, but not due to the BVCRB or the Bulkley LRMP process itself. First Nations 
declined to participate and interviewees cited the provincial political climate as the main 
reason for lack of participation. The role of First Nations is mentioned frequently in process 
documents, outlining their relationship to the Board and the Bulkley LRMP process. Various
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attempts by both the Board and government to communicate with First Nations and garner 
participation were made, including during the first selection process.
Part Nine - Community Accountability: Content Analysis
Minimal references to community accountability occur in both minutes and documents in all 
phases of planning (Table 5.37). These references are spread out and occur most often in 
the Post-LRMP Phase in the draft monitoring TOR from March 2002 and during the 
November 13, 2001 selection process (Giesbrecht, 2001). Public support for the BVCRB 
was identified by interviewees as a significant component of the Board’s accountability to 
the community. An increase in the frequency that community accountability in the Post- 
LRMP Phase does not indicate an increase in accountability in general, rather, it reflects 
discussion of accountability among Current BVCRB members.
Table 5.37 -  Communitv Accountability: All Phases
Planning Phase Community Accountability
Pre-LRMP Minutes (n=27) 5
Pre-LRMP Documents (n=4) 1
LRMP Minutes (n=46) 4
LRMP Documents (n=5) 3
Post-LRMP Minutes (n=16) 6
Post-LRMP Documents (n=1) 2
5.3 Key Recommendations and Ideas
BVCRB members, and Government Representatives, involved in the development of the 
Bulkley LRMP were asked to name three key recommendations that were in the final Bulkley 
LRMP, three key recommendations that were not in the final Bulkley LRMP, and to indicate 
why. This question was difficult for many interviewees to answer. Interviewees who identified 
ideas as not in the Bulkley LRMP indicated that the ideas appear, but not as they originally
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intended. The reason most cited for this was ‘trade-offs’ during the consensus process. The 
top five ideas cited were selected for further analysis. They are: Ecosystem Network, 
Special Management Zones, Babine River Corridor, Big Onion, and Proposed Parks and 
Protected Areas (Tables 5.38, 5.39 and 5.40). All of these ideas are in the Bulkley LRMP 
and were traced through the process minutes and documents available for all three phases.
The key ideas have been examined in order to determine the level of influence, if any, the 
Board may have had during development of the Bulkley LRMP. This is to verify the 
interviewee responses which indicate that the Board had a significant influence during the 
Bulkley LRMP process and drafted the document. Although there were differing opinions on 
the level of government involvement during the process, the content analysis information 
supports this claim of Board influence.
Table 5.38 -  Kev Ideas from Interviews
Key Idea Response
Ecosystem Network (n=9) 67%
In LRMP 100%
Not In LRMP 0%
Special Management Zones (n=9) 56%
In LRMP 80%
Not In LRMP 20%
Babine River Corridor (n=9) 33%
In LRMP 0%
Not In LRMP 100%
Big Onion (n=9) 33%
In LRMP 100%
Not In LRMP 0%
Proposed Parks and Protected Areas (n=9) 33%
In LRMP 33%
Not In LRMP 67%
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Table 5.39 -  Kev Ideas from Interviews: All Phases
Planning Phase Ecosystem
Network
Special
Management
Zones
Babine
River
Corridor
Big
Onion
Proposed
Parks
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 29 17 11 3 28
LRMP Documents
(n=5) 23 18 13 6 23
Post-LRMP Minutes 
(n=16) 1 0 4 0 0
Table 5.40 -  Key Ideas from Interviews: LRMP Phase
LRMP Phase Ecosystem
Network
Special
Management
Zones
Babine
River
Corridor
Big
Onion
Proposed
Parks
General Minutes 
(n=10) 1 0 0 0 1
Scenarios Minutes 
(n=22) 10 6 7 1 11
Scenarios Documents 
(n=2) 7 3 7 2 9
Consensus Minutes 
(n=14) 18 11 4 2 16
Consensus Documents 
(n=2) 10 a 4 3 6
LRMP Document
(n=1) 8 7 3 2 a
Ecosystem Network
The Ecosystem Network was cited by 67% of respondents, and all indicated that the idea is 
in the Bulkley LRMP. Respondents had a variety of additional comments including the fact 
that the idea was innovative and provided the foundation for the Bulkley LRMP. The 
Ecosystem Network was declared more important that government zoning requirements by 
one respondent, while another indicated that the Network was initially proposed larger than 
what appears in the Bulkley LRMP. The basis for the idea is said to stem from the Hilltop 
Agreement and the definition of biodiversity outlined in this document.
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These claims are supported by Bulkley LRMP process documents. The emphasis of the 
Ecosystem Network is on “protecting and enhancing biodiversity and wildlife habitat" 
(BVCRB and IPT, 1996, pp.21; BVCRB and IPT, 1998, pp.44). The Ecosystem Network is 
dominant during the Options/Scenarios stage of the LRMP Phase. It is mentioned 
frequently in all documents. This indicates it is important to the Bulkley LRMP and supports 
the interview data. This also shows a common trend regarding the definition of biodiversity, 
starting from the initial BVCRB Discussion Paper through to the Bulkley LRMP.
Special Management Zones
The second recommendation is that of Special Management Zones. Of those interviewees 
who identified this recommendation, 80% indicated that it appeared in the Bulkley LRMP. 
Special Management Zones (SMZ) were important for consensus, were developed instead 
of parks and protected areas, and represent the ‘middle ground’. For those who indicated 
that SMZs did not appear in the Bulkley LRMP it was because the BVCRB had to modify 
these zones at the government’s request, and another indicated that the resulting SMZs 
differed from their initial understanding of these management directions. These zones 
specify areas where non-industrial resource values must not be compromised by other 
activities. Two types of Special Management Zones were developed during the LRMP 
process: SMI, excluding all industrial activity except mineral exploration and mining, and 
SM2, allowing all industrial activity but the activity cannot compromise the non-industrial 
resources (BVCRB and IPT, 1996; BVCRB and IPT, 1998). The idea is mentioned most in 
the Consensus Process stage and frequently in all documents, especially the Consensus 
Management Direction and Bulkley LRMP. ‘Middle ground’ was mentioned in a negative 
manner, however, it can also be interpreted as representing a balance of perspectives and 
resource values.
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Babine River Corridor
The Babine River Corridor is often mentioned in the LRMP Phase in conjunction with the 
Babine LRUP, developed prior to and incorporated into the Bulkley LRMP. In the Post- 
LRMP Phase, the Babine River Corridor is referred to in conjunction with the Babine River 
Park and particular management issues that have arisen. Decisions regarding management 
for beetle and forest health in the Babine River Corridor, as identified by interviewees, were 
not in the Bulkley LRMP due to an unadvised wording change which altered the 
management direction. This can be verified through the Consensus Management Direction 
and Bulkley LRMP documents. In the Consensus Management Direction, the Babine River 
Corridor Timber Management directions indicate that cutting of trees is permitted due to fire 
safety and pest management concerns, and "fall and burn or heli-logging control measures 
may be used (preferably between November and March)” (BVCRB and IPT, 1996, pp.37). 
This management direction is altered in the final Bulkley LRMP, stating, “Utilize fall and burn 
and other measures in accordance with Park Act...” (BVCRB and IPT, 1998, pp.57). As 
well, the Babine LRUP is not referred to specifically in this particular management direction 
in the Bulkley LRMP as it was in the Consensus Management Direction. These changes 
reflect what was said by interviewees and restrict the timber management options for the 
area. However, other recommended management directions for this area have been 
maintained.
Big Onion
The Big Onion is a mineral-rich mountain located close to the Babine Mountains Park. It is
subject to development and often a site of conflict between motorized and non-motorized
recreation uses. Mention of the Big Onion occurs only in the LRMP Phase where it is linked
to references to the Babine Mountains Recreation Area (Babine Mountains Park). As
indicated by interviewees, the recommendations regarding the Big Onion are in the Bulkley
110
LRMP as a trade-off regarding the Park. This is reflected in the Consensus Management 
Direction and final Bulkley LRMP (BVCRB and IPT, 1996; BVCRB and IPT, 1998). 
Consensus on this area addressed past resource use conflicts.
Proposed Parks and Protected Areas
The final key recommendation cited is linked to the Protected Areas Strategy implemented 
by the provincial government. Of the respondents who identified these ideas, 33% indicated 
that proposed Parks and Protected Areas were not incorporated into the Bulkley LRMP, and 
67% offered another response. These other responses include that more Parks were 
proposed initially than resulted in the final Bulkley LRMP and that they are there in revised 
form in Special Management Zones. Other respondents indicated that trade-offs played a 
role in why these recommendations did not appear in the final Bulkley LRMP.
The idea of proposed Protected Areas has been encompassed under the label Protected 
Areas Strategy. This is the government policy introduced in 1993, in conjunction with the 
LRMP process, under which areas could be identified and protected. References to 
Protected Areas occur only in the LRMP Phase and most often during the 
Options/Scenarios and Consensus Process stages. Protected Areas are mentioned 
frequently in the Scenario documents and the final Bulkley LRMP. The number of Protected 
Areas proposed by certain members in the Options/Scenarios component of the LRMP 
Phase is not reflected in the Consensus Management Direction or Bulkley LRMP. This is 
due, in part, to the restrictions of the policy, as well as decisions made during the consensus 
process.
Proposed Parks and Protected Areas that were raised in the minutes and process
documents, reflected in the final Bulkley LRMP, include: Burnt Cabin Bog, Boulder Creek,
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Netazul Meadow and Waterfall, Nilkitkwa Lake Sites, Rainbow Alley, and Call Lake. Some of 
the areas that were eliminated either by the Protected Areas Strategy itself, or through the 
consensus process, include: Big Onion (proposed as part of the Babine Mountains Park), 
Burnie Lakes, Copper River, Cory a, Driftwood-Reiseter, Roucher de Boule, Serb, 
Shelagyote/Atna Pass, and Telkwa-Howson.
Three additional ideas not stemming from the BVCRB interviews were added as a matter of 
interest, due to their importance and appearance in the newspaper coverage, and their links 
to other elements of the Bulkley LRMP. They are: the Babine Mountains Recreation Area, 
Circle Routes, and Enhanced Timber Development zones (Tables 5.41 and 5.42).
Table 5.41 -  Selected Kev Ideas not from Interviews: All Phases
Planning Phase Babine Recreation 
Area
Circle
Route
Enhanced Timber
Development
Pre-LRMP Minutes 
(n=27) 0 1 0
LRMP Minutes 
(n=46) 16 12 6
LRMP Documents 
(n=5) 12 7 9
Post-LRMP Minutes 
(n=16) 1 4 0
Babine Mountain Recreation Area (Babine Mountains Park)
As previously mentioned, the Babine Mountain Recreation Area is now known as the Babine 
Mountains Park. This area has a history of mineral exploration and development, is a 
cherished wilderness location with natural, recreational, and spiritual community values, and 
is attractive to both motorized and non-motorized recreation uses. The area has undergone 
several public participation processes and is often a source of conflict. References to the 
Babine Mountains Recreation Area, its planning processes, and the call for it to be named a
1 1 2
provincial park can be traced through newspaper coverage. This idea occurs most in the 
LRMP Phase, with some mention in the Post-LRMP Phase, likely due to development of a 
Master Plan and the need for a Recreation Access Management Plan for the BFD. Public 
opinion on this area was considered during the BVCRB deliberations and the proposal that it 
become a protected area/park came to fruition.
Table 5.42 -  Selected Kev Ideas not from Interviews: LRMP Phase
LRMP Phase Babine
Recreation Area
Circle Route Enhanced
Timber
Development
General Minutes 
(n=10) 0 1 0
Scenarios Minutes 
(n=22) 8 0 2
Scenarios Documents 
(n=2) 6 5 2
Consensus Minutes 
(n=14) 4 7 4
Consensus Documents 
(n=2) 5 1 7
LRMP Document
(n=1) 3 1 3
Circle Routes
The idea of Circle Routes is identified in the Pre-LRMP Phase, given attention in the LRMP 
Phase, and is apparent in the Post-LRMP Phase (see also the section on monitoring). The 
mention of Circle Routes in the minutes and in all phases occurs linked to the issues of 
Timber Supply Review and Allowable Annual Cut determinations. In the Consensus 
Management Direction and Bulkley LRMP, the reference to circle routes is contained under 
the General Management Direction of “Access”, stating that “Circle routes within the Bulkley 
district [or Bulkley Plan Area] and connecting to adjacent districts can be potentially 
detrimental and should be discouraged wherever possible. This applies particularly when
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other values are paramount” (BVCRB and IPT, 1996, pp.29; BVCRB and IPT, 1998, pp.32). 
This Idea is most often cited in the Options/Scenarios stage of the LRMP Phase.
In the Post-LRMP Phase the Nichyeskwa Connector (an approved circle route) is mentioned 
in conjunction with the future of the Skeena Cellulose mill in Smithers. It is unclear as to 
whether the management direction of the BVCRB has been ignored, or if the other values 
are not paramount in the area.
Enhanced Timber Development zones
Enhanced Timber Development (ETD) zones are designated in Integrated Resource 
Management zones in order to enhance ‘Ihe available timber supply and improving timber 
quality, thereby increasing revenue and employment opportunities. Intensive silviculture 
management funds [some stemming from Forest Renewal BC funds] will be invested into 
these areas” (BVCRB and IPT, 1998, pp.47). These areas will occupy fifteen to twenty 
percent of the operable land base (BVCRB and IPT, 1998). References to ETDs occur only 
in the LRMP Phase (Table 5.41) and less frequently than some of the other identified ideas. 
The majority of the conversation surrounding this zone designation occurs during the 
Consensus Process, indicating that this idea was introduced much later in the process than 
the Ecosystem Network or the Protected Areas Strategy. The level of conversation 
regarding ETD after the consensus decision is unclear due to lack of available minutes. The 
minutes that are available indicated that this idea was a source of tension for the BVCRB 
due to different perspectives on the Board regarding the land use proposed by ETDs.
Key Ideas Evaluation
These two ideas of the Babine River Corridor and the Babine Mountains Recreation Area
indicate that the BVCRB incorporated decisions from past processes and public opinion in
development the Bulkley LRMP. The Babine River Corridor and the wording change within
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the BFD can be interpreted as an element of ‘internal’ tokenism (Arnstein, 1969) between 
the Board and BFD government representatives. The efforts in the Big Onion and Babine 
Mountains Recreation Area debates to resolve use conflicts and reach consensus on the 
boundary change and designation of these areas demonstrates the compromise, challenge, 
and need for the Board to reach consensus.
The resistance to and nature of the Protected Areas Strategy and Special Management 
Zones policies meant that not all Parks and Protected Areas proposed by BVCRB members 
were seen in the final LRMP. Policy restrictions led to a restriction on the types of areas that 
could be proposed, but perhaps it also restricted the will or ability of some Board members 
to endorse Protected Areas. This was a source of tension for Board members and a site for 
trade-offs from Protected Areas to Special Management Zones in the consensus process.
Both Protected Areas and Enhanced Timber Development zone ideas, likely due to their 
contradictory nature, were a source of tension for the BVCRB. They represented some of 
the divisions within the Board and the community at large regarding their vision for the use 
of certain parts of the land base. As well, each was interpreted to represent ‘single uses’. 
Some Board members were not sure about the rigour of the Enhanced Timber Development 
zone model. These ideas showed that, although compromises could be reached to achieve 
consensus, some ‘extremes’ existed on the Board.
The objective of biodiversity was first introduced by the BVCRB Steering Committee in the 
BVCRB Discussion Paper. The definition and management directions of the Ecosystem 
Network, stemming from Board discussions, are reflected in the Consensus Management 
Direction and in the final Bulkley LRMP. This indicates that ‘tokenism’ did not occur in the
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development of the Bulkley LRMP, and that the Board’s ideas around the Ecosystem 
Network were incorporated into the Bulkley LRMP.
The decision regarding the approval of the Nichyeskwa Connector does not reflect the 
wishes of the first BVCRB with respect to Circle Routes, as described in the Consensus 
Management Direction and the Bulkley LRMP. This development was approved despite 
concerns from the public and, initially, the current Board. The current Board supported the 
connector after examining the rationale behind the MOF’s decision (BVCRB, 2002b).
The ideas identified by interviewees, and the reasons they were identified, are reflected in 
the minutes and documents from the Bulkley LRMP process. The three other ideas 
selected Identify other important aspects of the process. While there may be an element of 
‘tokenism’ intertwined with the development, and implementation, of the Bulkley LRMP, the 
vast majority of the final Bulkley LRMP reflects the work and decisions of the BVCRB. 
Interviewees indicated that the government was responsible for wording and ‘fluff’. This is 
apparent when comparing the Consensus Management Direction document to the final 
Bulkley LRMP with the addition of sections of information. Examples of these additions 
include an outline of the government’s relationship to First Nations and socio-economic and 
environmental analysis information that did not appear in the Consensus Management 
Direction. These additions did not alter the management directions developed by the Board.
By tracing these key ideas, it can be concluded that the Board did, in fact, have a significant 
influence in the development and drafting of the Bulkley LRMP. This also supports the 
hypothesis that a level of public input beyond tokenism was obtained. Perhaps the ‘tokenism 
test’ for this process will take place during the implementation and interpretation of such 
management directions.
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5.4 Chapter Summary
The data from interviews and content analysis provide a basis for answering the research 
question and addressing the research hypothesis. The idea for the BVCRB evolved from a 
series of events within the community and was due to specific groups and people. Initially, 
the Board was to participate in developing a Forest Land Management Plan, which was later 
altered to a Land and Resource Management Plan. An analysis of key ideas supports the 
claim that the Board had a significant influence in the Bulkley LRMP. This indicates that their 
level of input went beyond tokenism (Arnstein, 1969). Strong support from the community for 
the selection, representation, and role of the Board is apparent. This community support 
seems to have changed since 1991 due to different participants, motivations for 
involvement, and government mandates.
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Chapter Six -  Discussion
6.0 Introduction
The purpose of this discussion chapter is to link concepts presented in the literature review 
to the interview and content analysis data, and to further address the initial research 
question. The chapter is divided into nine sections: 1) community conflict, 2) community 
organization, 3) community representation, 4) community support, 5) community control, 6) 
community power and the BVCRB, 7) beyond tokenism, 8) the current status and projected 
future of the BVCRB” , and 9) insights and recommendations. The final section provides an 
outline the significant research findings, and how they may be applied to the future activities 
of the Board and/or other public involvement in resource management planning or decision 
making processes. Timelines of the events (Appendix A) serve to further illustrate the 
establishment of the Board and its incorporation into the Bulkley LRMP. Overall, the 
discussion will show that the Board achieved community power in a resource management 
planning and decision making process during a specific period of time. The achievement of 
community power is directly linked to how public participation in the BFD was 
conceptualized and incorporated into this process.
" Chapter Six Acronyms: 
Bulkley Forest District (BFD),
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP),
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board (BVCRB; the Board),
Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE),
Forest Land Management Plan (FLMP),
Interagency Planning Team (IPT),
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP),
Ministry of Forests (MOP),
Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM),
Sustainable Resource Management (SRM),
Terms of Reference (TOR),
Technical Working Group (TWO), and 
Timber Supply Area (TSA).
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6.1 Community Conflict (Figure 6.0, Box 1)
The idea for the BVCRB was not born out of a single event, process, person, or meeting, but 
occurred due to a history of public participation in resource management processes and 
community conflict regarding government decision making and resource management 
practices. As identified by interviewees, the factors leading to, and resolving, community 
conflict within the BFD in the 1990s are local forest practices, provincial political climate, 
past decision making processes, and the interaction between the public and government.
The idea for what became the BVCRB occurred during a period of public dissatisfaction with 
government forest policy decision making and forest industry practices, often called the ‘war 
in the woods’ (Vance, 1990). The MOP was given control over the majority of the provincial 
land base and largely determined the level of public participation (Wilson, 1990). The 
dissatisfaction and concern over local forest practices in the BFD is reflected in the news 
coverage (Appendix A). Community conflict occurred over decisions that were being made 
regarding the rate of logging in the Bulkley TSA and disbelief that current rates were 
sustainable. Many concerns were voiced about harvesting practices in the McDonnell Lake 
area, proposed access and harvests around Babine Lake, and potential developments in 
and near the Babine Mountains Recreation Area. Other conflicts centred on proposed 
management strategies of Tree Farm Licenses and the overall plans for the Bulkley TSA. 
Many of these local/district plans were accompanied by calls for public involvement, and 
many were implemented despite the concern and opposition voiced within the BFD.
The local ‘push’ for public involvement reflected what was occurring provincially in the 
1980s. In October of 1980, the Chief Forester for British Columbia called for public 
involvement “for a healthy forest resource” (Interior News Staff, 1980, pp.BS). Throughout 
the decade the need for public involvement would continue to be reflected in provincial
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debate, although the decisions to include the public were largely left in the hands of local 
forest district managers (Ness, 1992b; Wilson, 1990). Some of the processes implemented 
in the BFD only added to dissatisfaction and conflict over these decisions. In April 1991, a 
new provincial government was elected and this would allow for increased public 
involvement in land use planning processes (IRPC, 1993a; IRPC, 1993b). The change in the 
provincial political climate towards more inclusive public involvement policies helped, in part, 
the establishment of the BVCRB.
Community conflict occurs when forces lead to a ‘politics of turf’, or differences in preferred 
land use (Cox, 1984). Choices are made by groups or individuals within a community about 
whether to adapt to such policy decisions or to resist them (Fitchen, 1991 ). This can lead to 
divisions within the community (Fitchen, 1991; Halseth, 1996) and this situation arose in the 
BFD. Community conflict in this area also centred on a lack of influence in decision making, 
hence the call for community control.
Many of the decision making processes being undertaken in the BFD were asking for public 
input on decisions that had already been made. Requests for a public review of pre­
determined plans typically results in less public participation (MOF, 1981; CORE, 1995). 
More public participation or an increased public role in planning or decision making may not, 
however, translate into influence over the decision (Arnstein, 1969). For many within the 
BFD, simply reviewing and commenting on documents or attending public meetings 
organized by the Forest Service was not enough, they wanted influence over the decisions 
being made. This could be achieved through public bodies that share planning and decision 
making power (MOF, 1981; CORE, 1995; Arnstein, 1969).
1 2 0
Feelings of powerlessness and disenfranchisement (Edwards, 1991 ) due to the frustrating 
end of the FAC did not dampen “the desire by the public for increased and effective 
involvement in resource decisions” (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991, pp.1). This led to a 
public call for community control over resource decisions within the BFD (BVCRB Steering 
Committee, 1991 ; Interior News Staff, 1989; Interior News Staff, 1991 h). This conflict and 
legacy, along with the factors of local forest practices and the provincial political climate, 
provided the “basis for solidarity and political action” (Hall et al., 1984, pp.208), and 
ultimately the conceptualization of the Board.
Bulkley LRMP 
Process
Community Representation
Perspectives 
Hilltop Agreement 
BVCRBTOR
Community Confiict
Political Climate, 
Local Practices & 
Past Processes I i
Community Support
Government
Public
Industry
Community Organization
Reclaiming Our Forests 
BVCRB Steering Committee 
Hilltop Agreement
Figure 6.0 -  Conceptualization of the BVCRB
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6.2 Community Organization (Figure 6.0, Box 2)
Interview data Indicates that a set of key players and events were integral to community 
organization and the establishment of the BVCRB. The three main events identified by 
interviewees that led to the establishment of the Board are: 1 ) the Reclaiming Our Forests 
conference, 2) the formation of the BVCRB Steering Committee, and 3) the Hilltop 
Agreement.
In November 1990, a conference titled Reclaiming Our Forests was organized by the 
Driftwood Foundation (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991) in order to “examine community 
control for the Bulkley Timber Supply Area” (Interior News Staff, 1990b, pp.A12). This was 
sparked by growing concern over forest management and the announcement by the Forest 
Service of a twenty-year Resource Management Plan for the Bulkley TSA (BVCRB Steering 
Committee, 1991 ; Quanstrom, 1990). Herb Hammond, a professional forester in support of 
holistic forestry was the featured speaker at this conference. Hammond’s (1991) ideas 
meshed with the goals of the conference, as he believed that community control provided 
access to solutions often missed by centralized decision making. There were approximately 
two hundred participants from a range of community perspectives (BVCRB Steering 
Committee, 1991) such as naturalists, public, government, and industry forest workers 
(Interior News Staff, 1990a). Common ground among these participants was found on 
several points by the end of the conference (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991).
The second event occurred as a follow-up to the Reclaiming Our Forests conference. All
conference participants were invited to a meeting, and thirty-four people from the Ministry of
Forests, Ministry of Environment, as well as provincial politicians and local residents
attended (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991). The BVCRB Steering Committee was formed
by volunteers from those participants, and became responsible for producing the BVCRB
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Discussion Paper regarding a possible model and process by which a community resource 
board would be established (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991; Interior News Staff, 19911).
The third main event that led to the establishment of the BVCRB is the Hilltop Agreement. 
The BVCRB Steering Committee (1991) carried out their task of designing a model for public 
involvement and released a discussion paper proposing a Bulkley Valley Community 
Resources Board. The idea behind the Board was that the BFD Forest Service would 
become the technical experts, citing that “when it comes time to make decisions based on 
the fact, everyone should have the right to be an expert. Value judgements should be made 
by those representing the community perspective, not a technical agency” (Donaldson,
1991, PP-A5). In September of 1991, the BFD made an announcement that they were 
“planning to revamp [their] Resource Management Plan and they want to start from the 
bottom up” (Interior News Staff, 1991f, pp.AII). Representatives from the community 
gathered for a weekend workshop to develop a public input process (BC Forest Service, 
1991b) based on the BVCRB Discussion Paper. These community representatives 
negotiated an agreement with the assistance of a facilitator (Hilltop Agreement, 1991). The 
result was the Hilltop Agreement, signed by representatives from various community 
organizations, representatives from the Town of Smithers, Ministry representatives, the 
Chamber of Commerce, resource industries, and the BVCRB Steering Committee. This 
document outlines the agreed upon purpose, role, responsibilities, and decision making 
processes for the Board. The activities of the Board would be related to specific 
management principles, and the role of the BVCRB would be to work with government 
agencies and reflect the public preferences of the community (Hilltop Agreement, 1991).
The intent of the Board was to “act as a microcosm of the community, providing input into 
the forest land use decision making process” (Interior News Staff, 1991e, pp.AS). The role of 
government (at that time represented by the Integrated Technical Team or ITT) was to
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provide information and technical expertise to the Board (Hilltop Agreement, 1991). These 
roles are reflected in both the FLMP TOR and the LRMP TOR. The Hilltop Agreement, 
advertised as a consensus proposal, was subject to review at a public meeting held on 
November 04,1991 to collect public input (80 Forest Service, 1991b). Approximately one 
hundred and fifty people attended the meeting (Interior News Staff, 1991d). In the meantime 
the Hilltop Agreement was to serve as a temporary TOR.
Organization is a must in order to be empowered to bring about change (Edwards, 1991). 
Community organization occurs when local coalitions are established (Cox, 1984). The goal 
of community organization is empowerment and the redistribution of power in a decision 
making process (Edwards, 1991). The initial Reclaiming Our Forests conference assisted in 
forming a coalition based on the preference for community control (empowerment) over an 
impending long term resource management plan. Motivation for community organization can 
come when many people are left feeling ‘insignificant’ in their dealings with government 
(Mondros and Wilson, 1994) or due to dissatisfaction with the decisions and values of 
government (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991). Feelings of patronization and alienation 
(Mondros and Wilson, 1994) resulting from making decisions for, rather than with, the public 
(Hodge, 1998), can also lead to the establishment of coalitions within a community. The 
events illustrated to date show that such coalitions formed within the BFD. The model of the 
BVCRB followed guidelines set out by both Hammond (1991) and CORE (1995). Although 
the establishment of the Board did not lead to any fundamental changes in provincial 
legislation regarding the governance of resource management (Hammond, 1991), and 
perhaps followed some of the roles outlined by CORE (1995; Ness, 1992b), it did 
incorporate the election and appointment of Board members as described by Hammond 
(1991).
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6.3 Community Representation (Figure 6.0, Box 3)
The community organization surrounding the Hilltop Agreement established not only the role 
the BVCRB would play in the FLMP (later the LRMP) but the manner in which the 
community would be represented by the Board. Community representation was cited as a 
critical component of the Board. Data from the interviews has demonstrated that 
representation based on a range of resource value perspectives and the Board member 
selection processes are important. Although some disadvantages have also been indicated, 
the aim is to have a Board composed of individuals who collectively hold a range of 
perspectives. The sixteen perspectives were originally devised and presented in the BVCRB 
Discussion Paper (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991) and later outlined in the Hilltop 
Agreement (1991). By not having members represent particular interest groups, it was 
hoped that a broad range of views would be a better reflection of the public interest (Fox, 
1991a).
The selection process for the first BVCRB was outlined in the Hilltop Agreement, along with 
parameters for the first selection committee (Committee of Facilitators) membership. 
Individuals were to be nominated for membership, and then public meetings would be held 
in order to develop a representative Board (Hilltop Agreement, 1991 ). The call for 
nominations was advertised in the Interior News, along with a summary of the process (BC 
Forest Service, 1991a). Two public meetings were held, including members of the public 
and the forty-two individuals nominated by the public. Of these forty-two individuals, twelve 
were selected (Interior News, December 1991a; Interior News, December 1991b) through a 
combination of public input and recommendations based upon this input from the Committee 
of Facilitators. The recommendations were aired and agreed to at public meetings. The first 
meeting of the Board was held in January of 1992.
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Hawkins (1999) examined open and sectoral models of representation In four different 
LRMP processes. The sectoral model selected participants based on which specific Interest 
they represented. The study showed that this model seemed more divisive, as participants 
may have felt as though they were defending a position (see also SIrmon et al., 1993). The 
perspectives model used In the BVCRB aimed to avoid an adversarial process 
(Grunkenmeyer and Moss, 2000) and preferred to look upon potential Board members not 
as “Interest-holding” Individuals (Cortner and Shannon, 1993, pp.16), but as representatives 
of community perspectives. Open models of representation, whereby anyone from the 
community may sit as a table member, can foster better communication and understanding 
(Hawkins, 1999). The Board reflects elements of the open model of representation, whereby 
any Individual from the community may be nominated as a potential Board member. This Is 
used In conjunction with selection based on representation of perspectives. This form of 
representation Is Important to the community; It Is, In part, responsible for overcoming 
divisive, adversarial, or ‘hard positions’ In order to achieve consensus.
6.4 Community Support (Figure 6.0, Box 4)
Community support for a public voice Is apparent through attendance at the Reclaiming Our 
Forests conference, the formation of the BVCRB Steering Committee, and the resulting 
Hilltop Agreement. This support Is echoed In the newspaper coverage with submissions 
about public Involvement processes In other forest districts (Brown, 1991a; Brown, 1991b), 
and the need for public management of forests and resources (Fox, 1991a; Fox, 1991b; 
Vanderstar, 1991). As well, the potential for the Board to control forest practices within the 
BFD was supported (Interior News Staff, 1991c). Interviewees stated that there was public 
awareness of, and Input Into, the Board, and the large majority agreed that the Board was 
representative of the public. This Is echoed In the Duffy et al. (1998) study, whereby a high
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level of support for the Bulkley LRMP was attributed to the Board and perspectives model of 
representation.
Community support is important because collective action by a group can lead to 
enablement, or “the power to identify the problem [lack of community control], the problem to 
identify a solution [model for public involvement], and the power to implement it [BVCRB 
involvement in Bulkley LRMP]” (Taggart, 1997, pp.42). Another important component of 
community support is people working together to make changes (Kahn, 1991). The number 
of people who came together to conceptualize and establish the BVCRB contributed to the 
strength in the Bulkley LRMP process. Its roles, responsibilities, and representation were 
decided within the community prior to any provincial top-down' process. This allowed for 
strongly supported decisions and community control over the process.
6.5 Community Control (Figure 6.1 and 6.2, Box 7)
Control was exercised through two types of authority: consensus and accountability. 
Authority is the exercise of legitimated power, given to groups and individuals to use and 
have control over resources to achieve collective purposes (Crowfoot and Wondolleck,
1991; Kahn, 1991; Mott, 1970). Traditionally, bureaucracies have had considerable 
influence over a process because of their access to resources such as material resources, 
expertise, and information (DeSario and Langton, 1987; Messing and Hewlett, 1997) which 
allowed them to “chart their own [planning] course” (Sirmon et al., 1993, pp.18). Because of 
this control, bureaucracies had little incentive to share decision making power and interact 
with the public (Cortner and Shannon, 1993). Changes have occurred in traditional decision 
making towards more unconventional approaches (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991; Hodge, 
1998; Kelly and Alper, 1995), increasing public participation and citizen influence.
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Figure 6.1 -  Community Control and Consensus
which has challenged traditional power structures and control over decision making 
resources (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991; Hodge, 1998). Local political action can 
transform such power relations (Hall et al., 1984; Taggart, 1997) from a top-down, 
adversarial approach (Brooks, 1993) and public participation merely supplementing the 
electoral process (Hessing and Hewlett, 1997). Local community conflict and community 
organization, as well as the provincial political climate in the early 1990s, provided the 
Bulkley Forest Service with the incentive to alter the decision making structure. The BVCRB 
gained control over resources such as information, financial support, a communications
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strategy, public participation mechanisms, and representation. A change was also made in 
the definition of who was qualified and had the power to make decisions (McCann, 2001). 
The Board was given the responsibility of reflecting community values, and government 
representatives were to provide technical support and expertise (Hammond, 1991). Thus, 
the Board gained a certain amount of authority. The use of authority through consensus and 
accountability translated into community control over the Bulkley LRMP.
Consensus (Box 5, Figure 6.1)
Consensus, as a form of authority, is reflected in the interview data as an important 
component of the BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP process. It drove many of the Board members 
during the development of the Bulkley LRMP. Recognising that the final decision making 
authority rests with the provincial government (BVCRB Steering Committee, 1991), from the 
beginning the thought was that if the Board represents the community, “and if the board can 
therefore come to a consensus on a resource-use issue, the politicians cannot ignore i f  
(Interior News Staff, 1991i, pp.A7). The original aim of consensus was that a general 
agreement among all Board members would be achieved (Hilltop Agreement, 1991). The 
final LRMP TOR defined consensus as “a general agreement in which less that unanimous 
agreement is acceptable [whereby members] are willing to live with or accept the overall 
plan” (BVCRB, 1994, pp.6). This final definition took on some of the details from the CORE 
process (1995), while keeping the intent of the original definition. Consensus within the 
Board was achieved on May 06, 1995, and the Consensus Management Direction, with 
technical input from the IPT, was recommended to government and approved, with some 
wording changes (Howell, 1997; Interior News Staff, 1997a; Interior News Staff, 1997b). 
Community control was exercised through the legitimacy of the Board’s decisions and 
recommendations through consensus; however, this was not the only reason for community 
control.
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Accountability (Box 6, Figure 6.2)
The BVCRB is answerable to the people of the BFD (BVCRB, 1994). This type of 
accountability occurs informally according to the interviews, and is considered a vulnerability 
of the Board. The Board is accountable because of public support. There are three 
foundations for this: 1) support for community representation, 2) communication with the 
community/public, and 3) public participation/input into the Bulkley LRMP.
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Figure 6.2 -  Community Control and Accountabilitv
Accountability, according to Hammond (1991) was to stem from how representatives were 
selected, and their composition. Overall, the majority of interviewees agreed that the
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BVCRB was representative of the public because of the perspectives approach and the 
selection process. An advantage to representation based on perspectives identified by 
interviewees is that no sector or stakeholder turf' needs to be protected (Cox, 1984; 
Hawkins, 1999; Duffy eta!., 1998).
Coupled with this representation, it was outlined in the Hilltop Agreement and the LRMP 
TOR that the BVCRB was to make all information used during the Bulkley LRMP process 
available to the public, that the Board should hold public meetings, consult with the 
community throughout the process, and communicate with members of the public when 
necessary (Hilltop Agreement, 1991; BVCRB, 1994). Communication did occur at certain 
stages through public meetings and open houses (Appendix A), in March of 1992 (Interior 
News Staff, 1992), January 1993 (Beck, 1993b), January 1994 (Interior News Staff, 1994), 
January 1995 (Beck, 1995), and May/June 1996 (Interior News Staff, 1996a), and the final 
unveiling in February 1999 (Interior News Staff, 1999c). This promoted awareness of the 
Bulkley LRMP process and was also said to have reduced community conflict (Stoll- 
Kleeman, 2001). The communication strategy was said to be effective, although not without 
flaws, because the Board took the information to communities within the BFD and not 
selected stakeholders, thus reducing the barriers to participation (Grunkenmeyer and Moss,
2000).
The third element that gives strength in accountability is public participation. Community and 
Past Representatives indicated that the public had input into the BVCRB and Bulkley LRMP 
process through opportunities such as public meetings and open houses. Other types of 
public participation were questionnaires and TWGs. Questionnaires were used for feedback 
mainly during the Options/Scenarios stage (Bulkley Forest Service, 1995). TWGs were an 
idea established in the FLMP TOR in that the Board "may establish sub-committees and
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Working Groups as it deems necessary” (BVCRB, 1992, pp.4). Membership was not limited 
to Board members and included public and Ministry representatives. TWGs were 
established to gather background information on a variety of topics, and then to present 
options to the Board (BVCRB, 1993). Public participation also occurred indirectly when 
decisions and information from the Babine and Driftwood-Reiseter LRUPs were 
incorporated into the Bulkley LRMP. The perception of public input in the Bulkley LRMP, 
contributes to the accountability of the Board, the strength of its recommendations and, 
therefore, community control within the Bulkley LRMP.
The important aspects of the exercise of community control in the Bulkley LRMP begin with 
community support for the way in which the BVCRB was established. Power was given to 
the Board by the public through the endorsement of their representation model. Without this 
endorsement, representatives would not have been accountable and, therefore, would not 
have held legitimate authority (Arnstein, 1969). The dedication of the Board members, the 
TOR, and the communication strategy were among factors that led to an effective and 
accountable decision making process (Duffy et al., 1998).
Communication and public participation through public meetings and open houses reduced 
the barriers to public participation, such as little or no involvement at the beginning of the 
process and poorly timed, limited provisions for public participation (Grunkenmeyer and 
Moss, 2000; Stoll-Kleeman, 2001). The BVCRB also had control over the decision making 
process (Grunkenmeyer and Moss, 2001) through Board consensus. Support for community 
representation in the process, community accountability through representation, 
communication, and public participation, and finally the strength of a consensus decision 
contribute legitimacy to the Board’s decisions and recommendations, resulting in community 
control over this particular process.
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6.6 Community Power (Box 8, Figure 6.3)
The intent of the initial community organization process was realized, as organization occurs 
in order to attain, accumulate, and wield power to become “powerful enough to effect certain 
changes” (Mondros and Wilson, 1994, pp. 1,6). In the case of the BVCRB, power was 
measured by changes in the government's role within the Bulkley LRMP process and the 
fact that they ‘surrendered’ influence over the planning process. The Board achieved 
community power because they drafted the Bulkley LRMP, therefore, guiding the resource 
management direction of the BFD. The ‘chain of events’ listed above all contributed to this 
achievement.
The BVCRB was conceptualized due to the conflicts that were occurring both locally and 
provincially. Community organization and community support led to an initial agreement and 
established the roles for both the Board and government in a long term resource 
management process. The incorporation of the Board evolved from a Resource 
Management Plan, to a Forest Land Management Plan, and finally a Land and Resource 
Management Plan. Authority was exercised through this incorporation, consensus, and 
community accountability, to gain community control over the Bulkley LRMP process. This 
community organization reduced many of the barriers to participation (Grunkenmeyer and 
Moss, 2000; Sirmon et ai, 1993), limited process manipulation by agencies (Kubiski, 1992), 
enjoyed control over the organization of the Bulkley LRMP process within the BFD (McCann,
2001), and, therefore, reduced the alienation of the public (Mondros and Wilson, 1994). 
However, the most important aspect of the achievement of community power during this 
period in the BFD appears to be timing.
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Figure 6.3 -  Community Power and the BVCRB
The legacy of conflict within the community, and the community’s ability to organize around 
certain issues, provided some of the incentive to pursue community control over resource 
management planning and decision making. The local forest practices and provincial 
political climate of the time heightened awareness and urgency for action. The call for public 
involvement in a twenty-year Resource Management Plan, and the change in provincial 
government, provided an opportunity for action. The community control and community 
power is perceived to extend to the implementation stages of the Bulkley LRMP, as the 
Board continues to play a role in the monitoring of the Bulkley LRMP.
134
6.7 Beyond Tokenism
The hypothesis for this research is public participation in the Buikiey Land and Resource 
Management Pian obtained a ievei of public input which went beyond tokenism. As has 
been documented in the preceding chapters, the role, responsibilities, and representation of 
the BVCRB in the Buikiey LRMP achieved community power, indicating a process beyond 
tokenism. That is to say, the public within the BFD was not only heard in the process, but 
were also able to ensure, through the position and activities of the Board, that their views 
were taken into account by decision makers (Arnstein, 1969).
The evaluative criteria listed in Chapter Two will be used in this final assessment of the 
BVCRB’s achievements regarding the development of the Bulkley LRMP. These 
achievements are in contrast to the levels of information, non-participation, consultation, and 
tokenism (MOF, 1981; CORE, 1995; Arnstein, 1969) illustrated in Chapter Three regarding 
previous public participation processes such as public review and the Forest Advisory 
Committee. According to the Ministry of Forests (1981) scale, the Board can be 
characterized as a higher level of participation and labelled under the title of ‘extended 
involvement method' due to the seriousness and complexity of the decision making 
situation, and the required support from the Ministry of Forests. Regarding the scale 
illustrated by CORE (1995), the Board can be placed in the public participation category of 
‘negotiation’ because it seeks consensus within the decision making process, and has 
delegated decision making power. While it may seem at odds to assess a grassroots 
initiative according to criteria developed, and often imposed, by government and 
government agencies, the purpose is to illustrate the level of public participation that was 
achieved in a government process such as the Bulkley LRMP.
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Figure 6.4 -  BVCRB Beyond Tokenism 
Adapted from: Arnstein. (1969).
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According to Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen participation, the BVCRB can be placed 
between partnership and delegated power (Figure 6.4). This is due to the organized 
powerbase within the BFD (community organization and community support), the high level 
of decision making authority over a plan or program (the Bulkley LRMP), and degree of 
accountability within this process (Arnstein, 1969). The Board may not be characterized as 
citizen power, as this implies permanence in the broader sense of governing an institution 
(like the MOF or MSRM) (Arnstein, 1969). While this type of citizen participation may have 
been the initial intent of Community Resources Boards (Hammond, 1991), this does not 
negate the claim of community power as it has been established that this power was 
achieved over the development and drafting of the Bulkley LRMP, not over the provincial 
LRMP process.
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6.8 Current Status/Projected Future of BVCRB (Figure 6.5)
Perceived changes in the role of the BVCRB and the level of public and government support 
for the Board may have Implications for Its future. The role for the Board In Bulkley LRMP 
monitoring was established early on In the FLMP TOR (BVCRB, 1992). The LRMP TOR, 
states that the Board “will monitor and evaluate the [Bulkley LRMP] as It Is Implemented... 
[and] will co-operate In developing a new plan” (BVCRB, 1994, pp.5) when the current one 
expires. This role Is also reflected In the draft monitoring TOR (BVCRB, 2002c). In February 
1999 there was a second call for nominations for BVCRB members (Interior News Staff, 
1999b). The same selection procedure was followed, and the second Board was formed In 
March of 1999 (Interior News Staff, 1999b). In November 2001, a third official selection 
process occurred to select five new Board members, as previous members had resigned 
from the board for varying reasons (Interior News Staff, 2001). The third Board has been 
participating In the monitoring of the Bulkley LRMP, as well as other processes for the BFD.
Provisions have also been made for Information dissemination and consultation with the 
public regarding the monitoring and evaluation of the Bulkley LRMP (BVCRB, 2002c). There 
has been a decrease In the tangible communication and public participation levels In the 
Post-LRMP Phase of the BVCRB. The main communication Is the Board’s website, putting 
the onus on the public to become aware of the Issues and operation of the Board. It seems 
as though participation linked to the Board has taken the form of presentations and letters 
directly to the Board. A change In public familiarity with the Board, and the Indication that 
there are concerns about the current Board’s public profile, allude to a change In the level of 
public support for the current Board.
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Figure 6.5 -  Current Status/Projected Future of BVCRB
The current provincial political climate was also cited as a concern by interviewees. The new 
government of British Columbia, elected in May 2001, announced that a streamlined 
Sustainable Resource Management (SRM) planning process is to be implemented through 
the Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM). The focus is on landscape level 
planning, with the goal to integrate strategic land use plans (the LRMPs) into management 
objectives (MSRM, 2002). This will alter resource management decision making from a 
consensus based to a consultation approach (MSRM, 2001), as SRM planning “is generally 
a more technical, design-oriented process" (MSRM, 2002, pp.iii). Currently, the role of the
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public in SRM planning is unknown. The vague nature of public participation in current 
resource management processes may contribute to the perceived differences in the role of 
the BVCRB, as indicated by Current BVCRB members. This may also be connected to the 
decrease in current levels of public participation and community support. Although 
Government Representatives are familiar with the Board’s role, this may not result in 
continued support for the Board, given the current provincial political climate.
These factors, both local and provincial, suggest a potential divorce between community 
support and community representation (Arrow 1, Figure 6.5). This affects the authority of the 
BVCRB derived from accountability to the community. There is also a change in the 
relationship between the Board and its authority derived from consensus, as the occurrence 
of consensus is virtually non-existent in the minutes. This could indicate that consensus has 
not been implemented, as problems were cited by Current BVCRB members, or that no 
decisions have been made by the Board. This move away from community support for 
community representation is accompanied by a move away from the initial community 
organization of that representation (Arrow 2, Figure 6.5). The current BVCRB members have 
changed the wording of the perspectives used to select Board members, which now reflect a 
more ‘sector’ or ‘interest’ based approach towards representation. This may affect 
community accountability, by way of future community support for Board representation.
The changing focus of the BVCRB to monitoring, decreased communication and public
participation, changing government mandate and provincial political climate, changing
representation, and concerns about the public profile of the Board are all factors that
contribute to the isolation of community support and community organization from the other
components of Board community control and power (Arrow 3, Figure 6.5). The decrease
occurring in communication and public participation results in a decrease in accountability,
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concerns with community representation, problems with the use of consensus, and a 
potential decrease In the support for Board decisions and recommendations. Overall, this 
suggests a reduced ability of the Board to exercise community control or community power. 
These occurrences may, or may not, relate to the warning put forward by Ness (1992a), that 
this structure could become another level of bureaucracy.
Interviewees have Indicated there Is potential for BVCRB Involvement In future processes, 
despite the concerns listed above. This positive outlook seems to extend from the strength 
and support for the way In which the Board was established. The perceived lack of control or 
power of the current Board Is due, most likely, to the strength of the Bulkley LRMP and the 
exercise of community control and community power of the first Board. The sense of 
community conflict (Arrow 4, Figure 6.4), or urgency for action Is absent, although If 
concerns about the current provincial political climate persist, this could be rekindled.
6.9 Insights and Recommendations
The case study of the BVCRB provides Insight and understanding regarding community 
motivations, events, and processes regarding public participation in resource management 
planning and decision making processes. The previous sections of the discussion have 
focused on linking the Information from the analysis with the Ideas presented In the literature 
review. This section Identifies Insights in the context of what has been learned about the 
Board and Bulkley LRMP processes themselves, and how this can be applied to the 
activities and legitimacy of the Board. The recommendations Identified with respect to the 
Board can also provide guidelines for both government and public representatives Initiating, 
participating In, or attempting to participate In resource management planning or decision 
making processes. It Is Important to reiterate that the results of this research are based on
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many factors unique to the Buikiey Valley surrounding the establishment of the Board and 
development of the Bulkley LRMP. The following insights and recommendations stem from 
these activities, the community support for the first Board, and the level of public input 
achieved in the development of the Bulkley LRMP.
The first recommendation from this research is related to the insight that communities 
organize not only based on current events and the potential for participation in planning 
processes, but on a history of past public participation, past relationships and frustrations, 
and a legacy of activism. Based on this, it is important for government and public 
representatives to be aware of the history of public participation in resource management 
planning and decision making in order to inform the estabiishment, application, and 
development of any new processes. This is important as it leads to an understanding of 
whether and why past processes worked, or did not work, and can aid in avoiding past 
mistakes. Recommendations specific to the BVCRB concern the familiarity of current or 
future Board members, and other individuals involved with the Board, with origins of the 
Board. An information package and/or workshop regarding the intent, events, and 
motivations surrounding the conceptualization of the BVCRB should be mandatory. This is 
important for a continued roie and legitimacy of the Board in resource management issues, 
planning, and decision making.
It is apparent that past BVCRB members and participants are driving the continued activity
and existence of the Board. The second recommendation related to the need for an
understanding and familiarity with the origin and intent of the Board. This specific history
highlights how community support for the Board is integral to legitimate public participation
and influence. This includes endorsement and development by the public, industry, and
government of a ‘tailor-made’ method of public participation with community input, reporting,
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and support during all stages. If those representing any of these aspects of the community 
are not invested in the process or its origins, it could reduce participation to tokenism 
(Arnstein, 1969). In turn, this will decrease the level of community support for their activities 
and decisions. For the Board in particular, both Board members and government 
representatives should demonstrate a dedication to the principles and purpose for 
community involvement through a declaration of such through a letter of intent.
The third and fourth recommendations relate to the changes in government mandate for 
initiating and supporting public participation in resource management planning and decision 
making processes. Specifically, the new Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management 
provides little financial and administrative support to the BVCRB. In order to maintain a role 
and sense of legitimacy periods of ‘top-down’ decision making community groups or public 
bodies, specifically the Board, can and should:
Rec. # 3) Interact more with the government representatives involved with, or 
responsible for, resource management decision making and planning processes in 
order to build relationships, share information, place pressure on regional and district 
managers, and to seek out new processes;
Rec. # 4) Offset the lack of support by a lead agency or specific planning or decision 
making process by seeking administrative and financial support from community 
organizations and/or volunteers interested in resource management issues and 
processes.
Maintaining a link to the foundation and principles of public bodies such as the BVCRB is
integral for a continued role and legitimacy. The last recommendation targets the Board
itself, based on the need for increased frequency, publicity, and openness and to address
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the decreased levels of familiarity and support from the community for the current and/or 
future Boards. For recommendation number five, the following events and processes should 
be undertaken at public meetings with wide input and guidance from the public, BVCRB 
Facilitators, and former Board members: a) selection of Board members, b) alterations to the 
selection criteria (ie: perspectives), c) changing the expressed purpose of the Board, either 
in general or regarding a specific resource management planning or decision making 
process, d) drafting documents relating to the Board (such as Terms of Reference), and e) 
reviewing and drafting documents pertaining to Bulkley LRMP monitoring or other resource 
management issues, planning or decision making processes. The Board should also ensure 
an increased presence within the BFD by increasing the level and frequency of 
communication with the public and by presenting increased opportunities for public 
participation in the Board’s activities (ie: newspaper coverage, advertising the Board’s 
website, holding workshops and open houses on particular issues). As well, the Board must 
visibly participate in public processes such as public forums and public hearings regarding 
resource management issues in the BFD, thereby providing a foundation for community 
support, and a role and influence for the Board in resource management planning and/or 
decision making.
Addressing all of the insights and recommendations is difficult due to the voluntary nature of 
public bodies and the complex components needed to establish community support and 
achieve influence over a resource management planning or decision making process, it is 
important to acknowledge these aspects as they are important to the activities, longevity, 
and legitimacy of the BVCRB. For a continued and influential role in resource management 
community accountability and support are crucial, and these recommendations attempt to 
address the future of the Board through information provided in the analysis and discussion.
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6.10 Summary
Literature regarding community conflict, community organization, community control, and 
different LRMP processes within British Columbia has aided in establishing that community 
power was achieved in the Bulkley LRMP. ‘Legitimized’ power can occur informally through 
consensus and accountability, forming strong decisions and recommendations because of 
community support by the public, government, and industry. The timing of the call for 
community control within the BFD, coupled with the changes in government mandate and 
the history of community organization and public participation apparent in the BFD, were key 
factors in the incorporation and role of the BVCRB in the Bulkley LRMP process. However, 
information regarding current perceptions of the Board may have implications for continued 
or future community control and community power.
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___________Chapter Seven -  Conclusion and Future Research Questions___________
7.0 Summary of Thesis
The research question for this study is: How is public input conceptualized and incorporated 
into resource management decision making processes in the Bulkley Valley? The 
accompanying hypothesis is: Public participation in the Buikley Land and Resource 
Management Plan obtained a level of influence which went beyond tokenism. The literature 
review provided a conceptual foundation, outlining different aspects of community conflict, 
community organization, and community power, and relating these ideas to types and levels 
of public participation and influence. Examples of contradictions in public participation, and 
an outline of the LRMP^^ process and details about CRBs were provided to aid in 
understanding some of the details respecting the establishment of the BVCRB and the 
development of the Bulkley LRMP. A profile of the communities within the BFD, and its 
history of community organization, public participation, and a legacy of activism also 
provided details in order to aid the understanding of these processes. A case study research 
methodology was applied, and information from several sources was gathered through 
interviews and archival searches, and then analysed through content analysis. The themes 
from the data were used in the analysis chapter to illustrate how the Board was 
conceptualized and incorporated into the Bulkley LRMP process. This demonstrated that the 
community support for organization surrounding the Board's roles, responsibilities, and 
representation, led to community control and community power in a process. The BVCRB 
achieved public participation beyond tokenism in the development of the Bulkley LRMP.
Chapter Seven Acronyms:
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board (BVCRB; the Board),
Bulkley Forest District (BFD),
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP), and 
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP).
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7.1 Future Research Questions
A complex web of events, history, and participants illustrates that not all aspects of an event 
can be understood, but one can attempt to uncover some of the factors occurring at a 
particular point in time. Possible future research stemming from this research focus on 
different aspects of the information presented throughout this thesis. Six main questions 
have risen from the data;
1 ) The first aspect is related to the Annual Allowable Cut determination in British 
Columbia. This determination was a potential component of the BVCRB’s role in 
initial resource management decision making, and the focus of much of the Forest 
Advisory Committee’s attention in the late 1970s. Can community power be achieved 
regarding such a crucial and economically driven decision?
2) A second future research question focuses on the people residing in the Bulkley 
Valley itself. The legacy of activism within the Bulkley Valley demonstrates an ability 
to become involved in resource management through various community 
organizations and forms of participation. Why are people in this area able to mobilize 
frequently and, arguably, effectively regarding concerns about and issues of 
resource management?
3) The establishment of the BVCRB occurred at a key time in provincial politics.
Does this mean that community organization for influence, beyond tokenism, in a 
resource management planning or decision making process can only occur when it is 
poiiticaliy desirable?
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4) There is a danger that local activist groups can become complacent or become 
co-opted into government processes. Is there an optimum life span for community- 
based groups? How should they be renewed?
5) It has been illustrated that the community support for the BVCRB in practice 
seems to be waning, if  this trend continues, will another process or public body 
‘replace’ the BVCRB if it becomes unworkable? Or will a different public body play a 
similar role to that of the BVCRB in future resource management planning and 
decision making within the BFD?
6) Given that the BVCRB was established due to a legacy of valley activism and 
community organization, what is the role of history, ora forgotten history, in changing 
the role of the BVCRB and/or community groups in general? Is it possible to teach 
an historical memory?
7.2 Conclusion
The factors and aspects contributing to community organization in order to gain community 
control and achieve community power cannot be attributed to only one group or event within 
the BFD. The history of dissatisfaction with resource management decision making 
processes and community organization, and a legacy of activism, led to both the Bulkley 
Valley Community Resources Board, and its incorporation into the Bulkley Land and 
Resource Management Plan process. Through this, community power was achieved.
The discussion of community representation and community power, along with the key ideas 
outlined in section three of the analysis chapter, demonstrates that public participation in the 
Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan went beyond tokenism (Arnstein, 1969). The
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BVCRB and community were not only heard throughout the Bulkley LRMP process, but 
were able to ensure that their views were incorporated by decision makers. It remains to be 
seen whether this will continue or occur in future processes, given the potential changes in 
community support. Although the Board was formed twelve years ago, questions about its 
endurance remain. What is clear is this community support for the model of the Board.
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Glossary A -  Definition of Terms
Authority, “legitimated exercises of power, or influence, or simply legitimated power”
(Mott, 1970, pp.9).
Community, “a segment of society which shares an interest in certain values or regulatory 
provisions which share their collective ends” (Taggart, 1997, pp.5).
Community Confiiot. results from groups and individuals within a community who have 
different needs or desire for the use of land or other resources
Community Control: exercise of authority or power, through organization or access
to/possession of resources, in order to achieve a level of influence or dictate the 
outcome of a decision making process, planning or otherwise
Community Organization: collaboration of individuals or groups centred around a particular 
issue or decision making process, often related to community conflict and the desire 
for community control, in order to become empowered regarding a particular decision 
making process or issue
Community Power, achievement of community control and desired outcomes regarding a 
particular issue or decision making process, often a direct result of community 
organization
Consensus: decision making process used by BVCRB whereby general agreement is 
reached by all members on the final plan
Interface: how information would be shared and clarified, and the roles and responsibilities 
regarding the development of the Bulkley LRMP
Provincial Political Climate, the mandate, policies, and initiatives of the provincial
government in power, as well as the atmosphere surrounding decision making, 
meaning is there an ‘air’ of dissatisfaction or frustration about a particular issue, or is 
the ‘mood’ of the province generally positive.
Public: “has neither the direct power over jobs and resources enjoyed by business nor the 
direct control over the technical knowledge enjoyed by government officials”
(Hessing and Howlett, 1997, pp. 76).
Public Participation: has traditionally meant “refining and supplementing the electoral
process” (Hessing and Howlett, 1997, pp. 107), however, public participation can be 
considered “actions that citizens take to influence the structure of government or the 
policies or administration of government” (Kubiski, 1992, pp.1).
Power, “the process of accruing and maintaining influence [and is]...measured by the extent 
to which another’s activities conform to one’s preferences” (Mondros and Wilson,
1994, pp.227) and can be used to gain social control
Resources: information, time, money, expertise, volunteers, access to/control over a 
decision making process or policy.
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Glossary B -  Content Analysis Categories
Interview Data Coding Categories
BVCRB Role in LRMP/Current Role: the perceptions of the BVCRB’s role in the Bulkley
LRMP and the current role of the BVCRB, covering topics such as awareness of the 
BVCRB’s role, the decision making process, how responsibilities were allocated, and 
the influence the BVCRB had during the development of the Bulkley LRMP.
BVCRB Terms of Reference', the development of the BVCRB TOR and any underlying 
issues.
Communication: whether a strategy was/is developed, implemented, and effective for
communicating with the public/community throughout the development of the Bulkley 
LRMP, and whether the public had input into the process and was/is communicated 
with throughout the process.
Community Accountability, examines whether or not the BVCRB was/is accountable
(answerable) to the public or was/is perceived to be accountable even though it held 
no ‘legal’ or ‘official’ decision making power.
Community Organization: focuses on the events and issues that occurred prior to the
establishment of the first BVCRB membership including questions about participants’ 
motivation for involvement, involvement in past processes, the reason and idea for 
pursuing a public body, events that led to its establishment, the Hilltop Agreement, 
the board member selection processes, and public awareness and involvement in 
the process.
Community Representation: how the BVCRB was meant to represent the public, both within 
and outside the Bulkley LRMP process, and the perception of that representation. 
This includes representation of the public, representation of First Nations 
perspectives, community value representation, and questions of representation 
based on perspectives.
Current Perception and Future Role of BVCRB: perceptions of the BVCRB today and
whether there is a potential role for the BVCRB in any future resource management 
processes.
Participant interaction: internal and external interaction of BVCRB members, government
representatives, past representatives, the interaction between these groups, and any 
feelings of mistrust or community conflict.
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Content Analysis Coding Categories
BVCRB Role: references to the responsibilities, purpose, and mandate of the BVCRB.
BVCRB Terms of Reference: references to the development and content of the TOR in 
establishing the roles and responsibilities for both the BVCRB and government 
representatives, stemming from the BVCRB Discussion Paper and the Hilltop 
Agreement.
Communication: refers to deliberations and summaries of how to communicate with the 
public, including the need to communicate and how information was disseminated.
Community Accountabiiity. references to the answerability and responsibility of the BVCRB 
in relation to the public/community of the Bulkley Forest District.
Community Representation: general references to representation, references to
government, public, values of the community, and perspectives of the community. 
This also includes attendance records from available minutes.
Consensus: references to the to decided decision making style for the BVCRB and Bulkley 
LRMP process.
First Nations Participation: references to direct participation of representation of First 
Nations perspectives during either the BVCRB and/or Bulkley LRMP processes.
Government Roie: references to the responsibilities, purpose, and mandate of the
government, including district, regional, and provincial ministry representatives, as 
well as government policy initiatives.
Key Recommendations and ideas: specific ideas and recommendations identified by 
BVCRB members and government representatives who were involved in the 
deveiopment of the Bulkley LRMP. The decisions and documentation of these ideas 
were analysed to examine whether or not the BVCRB achieved influence/control in 
the Bulkley LRMP process.
Public Participation: references to public participation and input into the BVCRB and/or
Bulkley LRMP, defined as information coming in to the BVCRB and the mention of 
the need for public participation and how public participation occurred/occurs.
159
Appendix A:
Timeline January 1970 to November 2002
1 6 0
Appendix A -  Resource Management In the Bulkley Forest District Timeline
Year Month Event
1970
1976
1976/1977
1977 May
1978
1979
1980
1981
1983
1984
1988
1989
1990
March Society for Pollution and Environmental Control
formed (SPEC Smithers): focus on Houston pulp mill
July Smithers Forest Advisory Committee formed (FAC):
focus on AAC determinations
Fish and Wildlife Committee formed
FAC public meeting: given mandate to continue
August Request to FAC not to hold any more meetings;
changes in District boundaries pending
Fish and Wildlife Committee in doubt
October BC’s Chief Forester calling for public involvement
January Moves to rebuild Fish and Wildlife Committee
May Bulkley Timber Supply Area (ISA): public meetings
held; FAC recommendations
July FAC says new public involvement policy insufficient
July Morrison Technical Resource Committee declared a
farce
October Gitsxan -  Wet’suwet’en Land Claim
December Babine Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP): Babine
River Planning Group
February Tree Farm License (TFL): public meetings held; policy
criticized; call to retain public control of public 
resource
May Babine Technical Advisory Committee formed
February Reiseter Technical Advisory Committee formed
April Bulkley TSA: public meeting presents District plans;
unsatisfactory
Provincially: call for public involvement to reduce 
conflict between forest companies and resource users
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1990
1991
1992
August
September
November
February
March
April
September
October
November
December
January
March
April
May
Reiseter TAG: concerns over reception of 
recommendations
Clear-cut for fire lookout in Reiseter cleared without 
TAG notification
Reclaiming Our Forests conference
Reclaiming Our Forests follow-up
Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board Steering 
Committee formed
Reiseter TAG: request to MOF for ‘bigger picture’ 
inventory and mapping
Hilltop Sessions held: 25 community representatives, 
BVCRB Steering Committee members, and Forest 
District representatives in attendance
Hilltop Agreement signed
Forest Land Management Plan and Community 
Resources Board: public meeting held to ‘air’ ideas
Call for nominations for BVCRB members
BVCRB nominees meeting
BVCRB nominees’ follow-up meeting; BVCRB 
members selected
BVCRB first meeting
Babine LRUP criticized
Babine Coordinated Access Management Plan: 
request for BVCRB representative
Proposed TOR outside MOF mandate
BVCRB information open house
BVCRB needs a Public Involvement Strategy to 
accompany planning steps
Babine TAG recommendations being ignored
District Manager wants more clarification on TOR
1 6 2
June Share Smithers: public meeting to offer a new
perspective on resources
Reiseter TAG: public meeting; dispute among 
members as to quality of information/inventory
Preliminary Reiseter LRUP options to be submitted to 
BVCRB
BVCRB request to MOF not to process renewable 
tenures outside Bulkley TSA
July/August Role of BVCRB questioned: BVCRB “will not be 
betrayed by Victoria”
August Babine Corridor option chosen (Babine LRUP)
October BVCRB TOR adopted
BVCRB: first public accountability session/public 
meeting for BFD guidelines
November Our Forest Community: Securing a Future -  
seminar/workshop
BVCRB: establishes Public Involvement Strategy sub­
committee
December Perspectives and Tribute to the Babines -  benefit
BVCBR: Priority study areas set to develop 
approaches: Babine Mountain unit and Copper 
(McDonnell) Lake unit
BVCRB: Six public meetings planned within 
communities
1993 January Public meetings held
February Presentation to BVCRB: Babine Planning Unit
BVCRB: Update from Technical Working Groups
BVCRB: To recommend AAC levels to Chief Forester
April BVCRB: LRMP new scope
July/August Debate over BVCRB role in AAC determination
September BVCRB: Member resigns; committee of facilitators to 
find replacement
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1994
November
January
March
April/May
June
July
August
September
October
November/
December
BVCRB: TOR needs to be revised to include LRMP 
and Protected Area Strategy policy changes
Column “Forest Talk” begins running in The Interior 
News
BVCRB: Member resigns due to new job and conflict of 
interest
Open house: BVCRB information from working groups 
and feedback from public
Concerns about BVCRB role and information
BVCRB: Discussion of Protected Area Strategy and 
how it fits with LRMP
BVCRB: what is an LRMP; groups designated to work 
on scenarios
BVCRB: District Manager concerned with time, wants 
renegotiation of TOR
AAC determination announcement expected to 
accommodate Bulkley LRMP
Bulkley TSA and Socio-Economic Analysis Report
Babine CAMP official
IPT and BVCRB review scenarios
Open house: to review local timber supply
BVCRB: discussion of LRMP and fit with goals of 
BVCRBand TOR
BVCRB: concerns with procedure changes due to 
LRMP and how consensus fits in
Northwest Community College begins discussion 
series on changing government legislation regarding 
forests; discussion of LRMP and BVCRB as part of 
series
Concern that past decisions in jeopardy because of 
LRMP
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1995 January Calls by public to reduce AAC
Socio-economic Analysis of LRMP scenarios critiqued 
byPIR
Open house: Scenarios for LRMP put forward; 
questionnaires for public input
February BVCRB: Interim local facilitator selected for LRMP
consensus decision making process
BVCRB: representatives from government planning 
agencies present links of LRMP to other processes 
(FPC, PAS, AAC)
March Consultant presents analysis findings on BVCRB
scenarios
BVCRB: consensus process underway with statement 
of values by board members
BVCRB: informal meeting with First Nations 
representatives of Fort Babine
Mills unhappy with socio-economic report
BVCRB: decisions on biodiversity
April BVCRB: TOR to be included in final document;
General Management Directions for LRMP agreed to, 
subject to additions
May 06 BVCRB: reaches CONSENSUS -  Consensus
Management Direction
May AAC determination for province released -  no change
for now
August BVCRB: LRMP update while document under
advisement
September BVCRB: comments on draft report
November/ Socio-Economic Steering Committee formed and
meeting
December regarding LRMP/Consensus Management Directions
December BVCRB: joint meetings with IPT to reach own
agreement
Consensus statement revised and signed
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1996
1997
January Second Socio-economic Study for LRMP
commissioned
February BVCRB: Communication Strategy Sub-Committee
BVCRB: regional agency representatives want to 
discuss policies and LRMP
Draft LRMP being fine-tuned: debate over some 
content
March Basics of LRMP released
PIP declares LRMP won’t impact them heavily
May/June Open house and community meetings: BVCRB
Consensus
June Recreation Access Management Plan (RAMP)
committee formed
July BVCRB: review of public comments
October Access to Reiseter area for logging concerns residents
November RAMP incomplete -  to be incorporated into LRMP?
December Angling Use Plan (AUP) initiated by Ministry of
Environment
January Telkwa Coal Project sparking concerns
March LRMP tied up by wording -  needs clarification before
sent to Cabinet
RAMP on display
May
June
Deadline for public input into Telkwa Coal 
environmental assessment application
Bulkley LRMP approved in principle
BVCRB to maintain role in LRMP: monitoring and 
applying landscape unit plans
July RAMP: incomplete but agreement reached
August Public workshop regarding Telkwa Coal Project -
report from Project Committee does not address 
concerns
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1998
1999
2000
September Telkwa Educational Coalition of Households (TEACH) 
did not get seat on committee to review coal mine 
proposal
January RAMP: Harold Price a source of conflict
July Bulkley LAMP final
September AUP: open to public comment until end October
January Dispute of use of beehive burners
February Bulkley LAMP unveiled at open house
Call for nominations for second BVCAB
March BVCAB: second board members selected; one former
member
June BVCAB: public meeting regarding conflict over Telkwa
High Aoad access (related to Aeiseter)
July BVCAB: to define low impact and low intensity logging
for Aeiseter area
December Telkwa Coal Project still a proposal -  no final plan
January Town of Smithers Air Quality Advisory Committee
deemed no longer necessary
February Environmental Appeal Board hearing regarding
beehive burners
AUP: enough waiting, time to implement
March Telkwa Coal Project shelved due to coal prices
May Concern over Nichyeskwa Connector
BVCAB: makes Aeiseter recommendations -  
controversial
June AUP: going through provincial review process
August BVCAB: Aeiseter Planning process
September BVCAB: Chair steps down
October BVCAB: new members and Chair selected
(internal process)
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2001
2002
October/
November
December
January
March
April
November
May
BVCRB: TOR and Rules of Operation discussed 
review of Land Use Plans (LUP)
BVCRB: discussion of circle routes
BVCRB: Bulkley Code Pilot Project introduced by MOP
BVCRB: LRMP Monitoring Committee update; RAMP
concerns; Skeena Cellulose issues being discussed
Babine Corridor Plan: frustration with consultation 
process
BVCRB: call for nominations for new members 
BVCRB: selection of new members 
Results Based Code hearing 
Sale of Ski Smithers debated
1 6 8
Appendix B: 
Interviewee Table
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Questionnaire
Group
Sector/Roie Community Values Represented
1 - Establishment 
of BVCRB
1 -  BVCRB Steering Committee
2 -  BVCRB Steering Committee
3 -  First Committee of Facilitators (Selection 
Committee)
4 -  BVCRB Steering Committee and First 
Committee of Facilitators
1 -  Tourism/Wildlife Values
2 -  Environmental/Ecological Values
3 -  Timber Harvesting Values/Industry 
Interests
4 -  Environmental Values/Public 
Interests
2 - Second and 
Third Seiection 
Committee
5 -  Second and Third Selection Committee
6 -  Second Selection Committee
7 -  Third Selection Committee
8 -  Third Selection Committee
5 -  Public Interests
6 -  Industry Interests
7 -  Industry Interests
8 -  Industry Interests
3 -M n A B V C R B 9 -  BVCRB Member
10 -  BVCRB Member
11 -  BVCRB Member
12 -  BVCRB Member
13 -  BVCRB Member
14 -  BVCRB Member
9 -  Environmental, Community and 
Spiritual Values; Small Business 
Interests
10 -  Timber Harvesting Pro-development 
Values
11 -  Conservation and Ecological Values
12 -  Mineral and exploration values
13 -  Conservation and Sustainability 
Values
14 -  Timber Harvesting Values
3 - iPT and iAMC 1 5 - IP T
1 6 -IA M C
1 7 - I P T
1 8 - I P T
1 9 - I P T  
20 -  IAMC
15 -  Ministry of Forests
16 -  Ministry of Environment & Ministry 
of Energy and Mines’
17 -  Ministry of Energy and Mines 
1 8 - B C  Parks
19 -  Ministry of Forests 
2 0 -  BC Parks
4 -  Second and 
Third BVCRB
21 -  Third BVCRB
22 -  Second/Third BVCRB
23 -  Second/Third BVCRB
24 -  Second/Third BVCRB
21 -  Youth, Recreation, Conservation 
and Small Business Values
22 -  Mineral and Exploration Values
23 -  Wilderness and Wildlife Values
24 -  Tourism and Recreation Values
5 - Community 
Representatives
25 -  Forest Industry Association
26 -  Mining Organization
27 -  Environmental Organization
28 -  Outdoor Recreation Organization
29 -  Community Economy/Business 
Organization
30 -  Forest Industry Company
31 -  Nature/Wildlife Organization
32 -  Local Government
33 -  Sport/Fishery Organization
25 -  Timber Harvesting and Job/Labour 
Values
26 -  Mineral and Exploration Values
27 -  Environmental Values
28 -  Recreation/Tourism Values
29 -  Quality of Life/Development Values
30 -  Timber Harvesting Values
31 -  Wilderness and Wildlife Values
32 -  Quality of Life/Community Values
33 -  Recreation/Wilderness Values
6 - Past Pubiic
Participation
Processes
34 -  Forest Advisory Committee 
Representative
34 -  Environmental/Community Values
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Participant Information and Consent Form -  interviewee Groups 1-4
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project about the Bulkley Valley Community Resources 
Board (BVCRB) and the Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP). The purpose of this 
study is to explore how public participation was conceptualized in the Bulkley Forest District and incorporated 
into the Bulkley LRMP through the BVCRB with the goal of analysing the level of input that was achieved. This 
study has the potential to improve current decision making and community development processes in northern 
British Columbia, and to positively influence further public participation in resource management decision making 
processes.
You were chosen based on your participation in the establishment of the BVCRB and/or your participation in the 
development of the Bulkley LRMP. Your name was obtained from the Bulkley LRMP itself, and through 
information from other participants in these process(es). As part of this research, you will be asked questions 
about your participation in the BVCRB and/or the development of the Bulkley LRMP, as well as questions about 
your perception of the process(es) and the broader implications this may have within the Bulkley Forest District.
Only myself (Kelly Giesbrecht) and my supervisor (Dr. Greg Halseth) will have access to the answers that you 
provide. Your participation is completely voluntary and you have the right to withdraw from the interview at any 
time. Your name will remain anonymous and any information you provide is completely confidential and will not 
be shared with any other participants or appear directly linked to any information in future documents. I will write 
down your comments during the interview. This information will be stored in filing boxes at the Rural and Small 
Town Research Laboratory at the University of Northem British Columbia in Prince George, BC for two years. 
After this time, it will be shredded, and any relevant computer files deleted.
If you have any questions please call myself (Kelly Giesbrecht) at 250-847-3953 in Smithers, or 250-960-5676 in 
Prince George, or my supervisor Greg Halseth at 250-960-5320 in Prince George, or email halseth©unbc.ca. A 
copy of the research results will be made available to you, please also contact Greg or myself. If you have any 
complaints about the nature of this study or how it was conducted, direct them towards the Office of Research at 
the University of Northem British Columbia at 250-960-5820.
PARTICIPANT'S NAME (print and sign)
INVESTIGATOR’S NAME(prlnt and slant
DATE
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Participant Information and Consent Form -  Interviewee Group 5
Thank you for agreeing to participate In this research project about the Bulkley Valley Community Resources 
Board (BVCRB) and the Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP). The purpose of this 
study is to explore how public participation was conceptualized In the Bulkley Forest District and Incorporated 
into the Bulkley LRMP through the BVCRB with the goal of analysing the level of Input that was achieved. This 
study has the potential to Improve current decision making and community development processes In northern 
British Columbia, and to positively influence further public participation In resource management decision making 
processes.
You were chosen based on your representation of a community stakeholder group in the Bulkley Forest District. 
Your name was obtained from a public source of Information such as the Smithers Community Directory, or from 
another participant in this study. As part of this research, you will be asked questions about your participation In 
the BVCRB and/or the development of the Bulkley LRMP, as well as questions about your perception of the 
process(es) and the broader Implications this may have within the Bulkley Forest District.
Only myself (Kelly Giesbrecht) and my supervisor (Dr. Greg Halseth) will have access to the answers that you 
provide. Your participation Is completely voluntary and you have the right to withdraw from the interview at any 
time. Your name will remain anonymous and any Information you provide Is completely confidential and will not 
be shared with any other participants or appear directly linked to any Information in future documents. I will write 
down your comments during the Interview. This Information will be stored In filing boxes at the Rural and Small 
Town Research Laboratory at the University of Northern British Columbia In Prince George, BC for two years. 
After this time. It will be shredded, and any relevant computer files deleted.
If you have any questions please call myself (Kelly Giesbrecht) at 250-847-3953 in Smithers, or 250-960-5676 In 
Prince George, or my supervisor Greg Halseth at 250-960-5320 in Prince George, or email halseth ©unbc.ca. A 
copy of the research results will be made available to you, please also contact Greg or myself. If you have any 
complaints about the nature of this study or how it was conducted, direct them towards the Office of Research at 
the University of Northern British Columbia at 250-960-5820.
PARTICIPANT’S NAME (print and sign) _______________________________________________ ________
INVESTIGATOR’S NAMEfprInt and slant
DATE
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Participant Information and Consent Form -  Interviewee Group 6
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project about the Bulkley Valley Community Resources 
Board (BVCRB) and the Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan (Bulkley LRMP). The purpose of this 
study is to explore how public participation was conceptualized in the Bulkley Forest District and incorporated 
into the Bulkley LRMP through the BVCRB with the goal of analysing the level of input that was achieved. This 
study has the potential to improve current decision making and community development processes in northern 
British Columbia, and to positively influence further public participation in resource management decision making 
processes.
You were chosen based on your participation in a past resource management decision making process within 
the Bulkley Forest District. Your name was obtained from documents resulting from this process, or from 
another participant in this study. As part of this research, you will be asked questions about your participation in 
the BVCRB and/or the development of the Bulkley LRMP, as well as questions about your perception of the 
process(es) and the broader implications this may have within the Bulkley Forest District.
Only myself (Kelly Giesbrecht) and my supervisor (Dr. Greg Halseth) will have access to the answers that you 
provide. Your participation is completely voluntary and you have the right to withdraw from the interview at any 
time. Your name will remain anonymous and any information you provide is completely confidential and will not 
be shared with any other participants or appear directly linked to any information in future documents. I will write 
down your comments during the interview. This information will be stored in filing boxes at the Rural and Small 
Town Research Laboratory at the University of Northern British Columbia in Prince George, BC for no more than 
two years. After this time, it will be shredded, and any relevant computer files deleted.
If you have any questions please call myself (Kelly Giesbrecht) at 250-847-3953 in Smithers, or 250-960-5676 in 
Prince George, or my supervisor Greg Halseth at 250-960-5320 in Prince George, or email halseth ©unbc.ca. A 
copy of the research results will be made available to you, please also contact Greg or myself. If you have any 
complaints about the nature of this study or how it was conducted, direct them towards the Office of Research at 
the University of Northem British Columbia at 250-960-5820.
PARTICIPANT’S NAME forint and sign)______________________________________________________
INVESTIGATOR’S NAMEfprInt and sign)_____________________________________________
DATE
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‘ Sub-questions served as probes.
Interview Questionnaire One (A) -  BVCRB Establishment and First Selection Committee 
ROLE
I ) What role did you play in the development of the Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board?
2) Did you represent a particular group or organization? Or did you represent individual values or perspectives?
i) Which group or organization?
ii) Was there more than one?
ill) How did you come to represent that group or organization?
iv) Which values and perspectives did you represent?
3) What motivated you to become involved?
i) Was it a particular event?
ii) Did someone approach you to be involved?
a) If yes, who? Why?
4) Have you been involved in other resource management processes in the Bulkley Forest District?
i) Which process? Purpose? How long?
ii) What was your role?
ill) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
ESTABUSHMENT
5) Where did the idea for a public body involved in resource management come from?
i) Did it stem from a particular person or group?
ii) Was it because of a particular event?
6) What were some of the factors or reasons for this?
i) Did it have anything to do with the interaction between government and the public?
ii) Did any past pubiic participation processes play a role?
7) Were there any events in particular that led to the establishment of the community resources board?
i) Were there any workshops or open houses?
ii) Which groups and individuals were involved?
8) Was the goal always to establish a community resources board?
i) Where did the idea come from?
ii) Who did it come from?
iii) Was there any outside influence or involvement?
TERMS OF REFERENCE -  THE HILLTOP AGREEMENT
9) Why was the Hilltop Agreement drafted for the community resources board?
i) Who was invoived in the decision?
ii) How was the decision made?
10) Who was responsible for drafting the Hilltop Agreement?
i) What type of process was used?
ii) Which groups and individuals were involved?
iii) Were there groups from outside the community involved?
a) Who? What role did they play?
I I  ) Was the Hilltop Agreement drafted with a particular decision making process in mind?
i) If yes, which one(s)?
ii) If no, what was the purpose (if not answered in Part A)?
12) Does the Hilltop Agreement give the community resources board any ‘official’ or ‘legal’ power in decision 
making?
i) How?
ii) Why or why not?
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SELECTION PROCESS
13) What led to developing a list of perspectives to select board members?
I) Where did the idea come from?
ii) What were the factors or reasons for this?
iii) Was there a particular event or process that led to this idea?
iv) Were there particular groups or individuals involved in this idea?
v) Why sixteen perspectives?
14) Is the community resources board meant to represent the entire public of the Bulkley Forest District?
i) Is it meant to target a certain component of the public?
ii) What are the factors or reasons for this?
15) How is the selection process organized?
i) Are there any meetings or open houses?
ii) Is the public involved? How?
iii) Are there any other groups involved?
16) How is the selection committee established?
i) Are there particular individuals, groups or perspectives that must be represented?
ii) Are the same individuals, groups, or perspectives represented each time a selection process occurs?
17) How are the members of the community resources board selected?
I) Are the candidates nominated, appointed, elected?
ii) Why twelve members?
iii) What types of considerations are made when selecting members?
REPRESENTATION
18) Are you aware of the community resources board’s role in the development of the Bulkley LRMP?
On a scale of one to five, do you agree or disagree with the following statements (each question was posed in 
the manner below):
1 2 3 4 5
disagree somewhat disagree neutral somewhat agree agree
i) What are the factors or reasons for your answer?
19) The community resources board is representative of the public outside of the LRMP process.
20) The community resources board is representative of the public within the LRMP process.
21) The community resources board is accountable to the public outside of the LRMP process.
22) The community resources board is accountable to the public within the LRMP process.
23) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented on the community resources board outside 
of the LRMP process.
24) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented by the community resources board within 
the LRMP process.
25) The community resources board had a certain amount of influence in the development of the LRMP.
26) The sixteen perspectives to select board members leads to adequate representation.
27) Are there perspectives that are not represented?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) What are they?
28) Are there particular advantages or disadvantages to selecting members based on perspectives?
29) Would a different way of selecting members be more appropriate?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) If yes, how would you suggest selecting members?
176
OTHER
30) Are you familiar with the current role of the community resources board?
31) What is your perception of the community resources board today?
32) Do you feel as though there is potential for the resources board to participate in future resource management 
processes?
33) Is there anything that I have missed or that you would like to elaborate on?
Interview Questionnaire T w o  (B) -  Second and Third Selection Committees 
ROLE
1) What role do you play in the community resources board or Bulkley LRMP?
I) Which selection process(es) have you been involved in?
2) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
i) Which group or organization?
ii) Was there more than one?
iii) How did you come to represent that group or organization?
3) What motivated you to become involved?
i) Was it a particular event?
ii) Did someone approach you to be involved?
a) If yes, who? Why?
4) Have you been involved in other resource management processes in the Bulkley Forest District?
i) Which process? Purpose? How long?
ii) What was your role?
iii) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
SELECTION PROCESS
5) How is the selection process organized?
i) Are there any meetings or open houses?
ii) Is the public involved? How?
iii) Are there any other groups involved?
6) How is the selection committee established?
I) Are there particular individuals, groups or perspectives that must be represented?
ii) Are the same individuals, groups, and perspectives represented each time a selection process
occurs?
7) How are the members of the community resources board selected?
I) Are the candidates nominated, appointed, elected?
ii) Why twelve members?
iii) What types of considerations are made when selecting members?
8) Have you noticed any changes in the selection processes? (IF APPLICABLE)
i) What types of changes have you noticed?
ii) What are the reasons for these changes?
REPRESENTATION
9) Is the community resources board meant to represent the entire public of the Bulkley Forest District?
i) Is it meant to target a certain component of the public?
ii) What are the factors or reasons for this?
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On a scale from one to five, do you agree or disagree with the following statements (each question was posed in 
the following manner):
1 2 3 4 5
disagree somewhat disagree neutral somewhat agree agree
i) What are the factors or reasons for your answer?
10) The community resources board is representative of the public outside of the LRMP process
11) The community resources board is representative of the public within the LRMP process.
12) The community resources board is accountable to the public outside of the LRMP process.
13) The community resources board is accountable to the public within the LRMP process.
14) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented on the community resources board outside 
of the LRMP process.
15) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented by the community resources board within 
the LRMP process.
16) The community resources board had a certain amount of influence in the development of the LRMP.
17) The sixteen perspectives to select board members leads to adequate representation.
18) Are there perspectives that are not represented?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) What are they?
19) Are there particular advantages or disadvantages to selecting members based on perspectives?
20) Would a way of selecting members be more appropriate?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) If yes, how would you suggest selecting members?
OTHER
21) Are you familiar with the current role of the community resources board?
22) What is your perception of the resources board today?
23) Do you feel as though there is potential for the resources board to participate in future resource management 
processes?
24) Is there anything that I have missed or that you would like to elaborate on?________________________________
Interview Q u e s tio n n a ire  T h ree  (C) -  F irs t  BVCRB Members and Government Representatives 
ROLE
1) What was your role regarding the Bulkley LRMP?
i) Were you a government or public representative?
2) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
i) Which group or organization?
ii) Was there more than one?
iii) How did you come to represent that group or organization?
3) Did you represent particular values or perspectives?
I) Which perspectives did you represent?
ii) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
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4) What motivated you to become involved?
i) Was it a particular event?
ii) Did someone approach you to be involved?
a) If yes, who? Why?
5) Have you been involved in other resource management processes in the Bulkley Forest District?
i) Which process? Purpose? How long?
ii) What was your role?
iii) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
DEVELOPMENT OF BULKLEY LRMP
6) What led to the community resources board representing the public in the Bulkley LRMP?
i) Who was involved in this decision?
ii) Did the establishment of the community resources board prior to the LRMP process play a role in the 
decision?
7) Was a terms of reference drafted for the involvement of the community resources board?
i) Who was involved?
ii) Did it differ from the Hilltop Agreement? How?
iii) Which groups or individuals were responsible for drafting the CRB terms of reference?
8) What was the role of the community resources board in drafting the Bulkley LRMP?
I) Which groups or individuals were responsible for designing the decision making process?
ii) How were responsibilities allocated during the process?
iii) How were decisions made during the process?
iv) Who was responsible for making these decisions?
v) Who was responsible for approving these decisions?
9) What was the interaction among the government representatives throughout the process?
i) Was the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Were there any conflicts among members?
iii) Were there any changes in representatives during the process? Why?
10) What was the interaction among the community resources board members throughout the process?
i) Was the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Were there any conflicts among members?
iii) Were there any changes in membership during the process? Why?
11 ) What was the interaction between government representatives and the community resources board?
i) Was the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Were there any conflicts among members?
iii) Did any changes in members or representatives affect this relationship?
12) Can you name three key recommendations or decisions regarding the content of the LRMP?
i) Idea One:
a) Where or who did this idea come from?
b) Is this recommendation or decision reflected in the final LRMP?
11) Idea Two:
a) Where or who did this idea come from?
b) Is this recommendation or decision reflected in the final LRMP?
iii) Idea Three:
a) Where or who did this idea come from?
b) Is this recommendation or decision reflected in the final LRMP?
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13) Can you name three recommendations or decisions that did not become part of the final LRMP?
i) Idea One:
a) Where or who did this Idea come from?
b) Why was this recommendation or decision not part of the final LRMP?
ii) Idea Two:
a) Where or who did this idea come from?
b) Why was this recommendation or decision not part of the final LRMP?
iii) Idea Three:
a) Where or who did this idea come from?
b) Why was this recommendation or decision not part of the final LRMP?
REPRESENTATION
14) Was there a communication strategy during the LRMP process?
i) Was it followed?
ii) How did you communicate with the public?
iii) Was this effective?
On a scale from one to five, do you agree or disagree with the following statements (each question was posed in 
the following manner):
1 2 3 4 5
disagree somewhat disagree neutral somewhat agree agree
I) What are the factors or reasons for your answer?
15) The community resources board is representative of the public outside of the LRMP process.
16) The community resources board is representative of the public within the LRMP process.
17) The community resources board is accountable to the public outside of the LRMP process.
18) The community resources board is accountable to the public within the LRMP process.
19) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented on the community resources board outside 
of the LRMP process.
20) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented by the community resources board within 
the LRMP process.
21) The community resources board had a certain amount of influence in the development of the LRMP.
22) The sixteen perspectives to select board members leads to adequate representation.
23) Are perspectives that are not represented?
i) Why, or why not?
Ii) What are they?
24) Are there particular advantages or disadvantages to selecting members based on perspectives?
25) Would a different way of selecting members be more appropriate?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) If yes, how would you suggest selecting members?
OTHER
26) Are you familiar with the current role of the community resources board?
27) What is your perception of the community resources board today?
28) Do you feel as though there is potential for the community resources board to participate in future resource 
management processes?
1 8 0
29) Is there anything that I have missed or that you would like to elaborate on?__________________
Interview Questionnaire Four (D) -  Second and Third BVCRB Members 
ROLE
1) What is your role regarding the Bulkley LRMP?
i) Are you a government or public representative?
2) Do you represent a particular group or organization?
i) Which group or organization?
ii) Is there more than one?
iii) How did you come to represent that group or organization?
3) Do you represent particular values or perspectives?
i) Which perspectives do you represent?
ii) Do you represent a particular group or organization?
iii) Why did you want to be involved?
4) What motivated you to become involved?
i) Was it a particular event?
ii) Did someone approach you to be involved?
a) If yes, who? Why?
5) Have you been involved in other resource management processes in the Bulkley Forest District?
i) Which process? Purpose? How long?
ii) What was your role?
iii) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
CURRENT ROLE -  MONITORING LRMP
6) What is the current role of the community resources board?
i) Which groups or individuals were responsible for designing the monitoring process?
ii) How are responsibilities allocated?
iii) How are decisions made?
iv) Who is responsible for making these decisions?
v) Who is responsible for approving these decisions?
7) Is there a terms of reference?
i) Which groups or individuals were responsible for drafting the terms of reference?
ii) Does it differ from the previous terms of reference?
a) Why? How?
8) What is the interaction among government representatives?
i) Is the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Are there any conflicts?
iii) Have there been changes in representatives?
9) What is the interaction among the community resources board members?
i) Is the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Are there any conflicts among members?
iii) How has the recent re-structuring affected the agencies represented?
10) What is the interaction between government representatives and the resources board?
i) Is the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Are there any conflicts among members?
iii) Have any changes in membership or representatives affected this relationship? How? 
REPRESENTATION
11 ) Does the current board have a communication strategy?
i) Is it followed?
ii) What methods were used to communicate with the public?
iii) Are these methods effective?
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On a scale from one to five, do you agree or disagree with the following statements (each question was posed In 
the following manner):
1 2 3 4 5
disagree somewhat disagree neutral somewhat agree agree
I) What are the factors or reasons for your answer?
12) The community resources board Is representative of the public outside of the LRMP process.
13) The community resources board is representative of the public within the LRMP process.
14) The community resources board is accountable to the public outside of the LRMP process.
15) The community resources board is accountable to the public within the LRMP process.
16) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented on the community resources board outside 
of the LRMP process.
17) First Nations perspectives are adequately represented by the community resources board within 
the LRMP process.
18) The community resources board had a certain amount of influence in the development of the LRMP.
19) The sixteen perspectives for selecting board members leads to adequate representation.
20) Are there perspectives that are not, or have not been, represented?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) What are they?
21) Are there particular advantages or disadvantages to selecting board members based on perspectives?
22) Would a different way of selecting members be more appropriate?
i) Why, or why not?
ii) If yes, how would you suggest selecting members?
OTHER
23) Are you familiar with the role of the current resources board?
24) What is your perception of the community resources board today?
25) Do you feel as though there is potential for the resources board to participate in future resource management 
processes?
I) Are there any other processes that the community resources board is currently working on?
26) Is there anything that I have missed or that you would like to elaborate on?________________________________
In te rv ie w  Q u e s tio n n a ire  Five (E )  -  Community Groups and Organizations 
ROLE
1 ) Which community group or organization do you represent?
2) What is your role regarding this community group?
3) Is this group concerned with issues of resource management in the Bulkley Forest District?
FAMILIARITY
4) Are you familiar with the Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board?
i) Were you aware that such a public body was being established in 1991?
ii) What was your source of this information?
1 8 2
5) Are you familiar with the Bulkley LRMP?
I) Were you aware that such a process began in 1992?
11) What was your source of this information?
6) Are you aware of anyone from this group who was involved with the community resources board or the 
LRMP?
I) If yes, how were they involved? What role did they play?
7) Are you aware that the community resources board participated in the development of the Bulkley LRMP? 
REPRESENTATION
On a scale from one to five, do you agree or disagree with the following statements (each question was posed in 
the following manner):
I 2 3 4 5
disagree somewhat disagree neutral somewhat agree agree
i) What are the factors or reasons for your answer?
8) The values and concerns of this group are represented by the community resources board outside 
of the LRMP process.
9) The values and concerns of this group are represented by the community resources board within  
the LRMP process.
10) The public has been communicated regarding the community resources board.
I I  ) The public has been communicated with regarding LRMP process itself.
12) The public had input regarding the development of the community resources board.
13) The public had input into the development of the Bulkley LRMP.
OTHER
14) Are you aware of the current role of the community resources board in the Bulkley LRMP?
15) How do you feel about the potential for the community resources board to participate in future resource 
management processes?
16) Is there anything that I have missed or that you would like to elaborate on?________________________________
Interview Questionnaire Six (F) -  Past Pubiic Participation Processes 
ROLE
1 ) Were you involved in any resource management decision making processes prior to 1991 ?
i) What type of process were you involved in?
11) What was your role in that process?
iii) Did you represent a particular group or organization?
iv) Why did you become involved?
2) What was the role of the public in this decision making process?
i) How were representatives of the public selected?
ii) Were they elected, appointed, or nominated?
3) Did the decision making process end?
I) Why or why not?
ii) How long was the decision making process?
4) Did the public’s role in the decision making process end?
i) Why or why not?
ii) How long was the public involved in the process?
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5) Was there a terms of reference?
i) Which groups or individuals were responsible for drafting the terms of reference?
6) What was the interaction among government representatives?
i) Was the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Were there any conflicts?
iii) Were there changes in representatives?
7) What was the interaction among the public representatives?
i) Was the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Were there any conflicts among members?
8) What was the interaction between government and public representatives?
i) Was the atmosphere generally cooperative?
ii) Were there any conflicts among members?
iii) What factors affected these relationships?
FAMIUARITY
9) Are you familiar with the Bulkley Valley Community Resources Board?
i) What do you know about the resources board?
ii) What is your source of this information?
10) Are you familiar with the Bulkley LRMP?
I) What do you know about the Bulkley LRMP?
ii) What is your source of this information?
11 ) Were you aware that the community resources board was involved in the development of the Bulkley LRMP?
i) If yes, what is your source of this information?
12) Were you involved in any way with the establishment of the resources board?
I) If yes, how were you involved? What role did you play?
ii) If no, why not? What factors contributed to this?
13) Were you involved in any way with the development of the Bulkley LRMP?
I) If yes, how were you involved? What role did you play?
REPRESENTATION
On a scale from one to five, do you agree or disagree with the following statements (each question was posed in 
the following manner):
1 2 3 4 5
disagree somewhat disagree neutral somewhat agree agree
i) What are the factors or reasons for your answer?
14) Your values and concems are represented by the community resources board outside of the LRMP 
process.
15) Your values and concerns are represented by the community resources board within the LRMP 
process itself.
16) The public has been communicated with regarding the community resources board.
17) The public has been communicated with regarding LRMP process itself.
18) The public had input regarding the development of the community resources board.
19) The public had input into the development of the Bulkley LRMP.
184
OTHER
20) What is your perception of the community resources board?
21) What is your perception of the Bulkley LRMP?
22) How do you feel about the potential for the community resources board to participate in future resource 
management decision making process?
23) Is there anything that I may have missed or that you would like to elaborate on?
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